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FOREWNRD

The Natfonal Educational Finarce Projcct (NEFP) {s a cooperative endeavor,
tunded principally unde. Title V, Section 505, of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, involving state departments of education, universitics and the
Unfted States Office of Education in the study of contemporary problems in
financing education. The project represents the first systematic effort to
study comprchensively all state systems of school finance and to critique them
fn the tight of current educational nceds and trends. The project §s designed
to accomplish threc major objectives: (1) identify, measure and interpret
deviations in educatforal ueeds among children, school districts and states;
(2) relate variations in cducational nceds to the ability of the school district
and state to finance appropriate educativnal programs; and (3) concep ialize
varfous models of school finance and subject them to consequentfial analysis to
tdentify the strengths and weaknesres of each model.

To accomplish the comprehensive projcct objectives cleven rpecial profects
were develuped and conducted by unfversity-based school {inance consultants,
The special project "The Relationship of Scheol District Organization To State
Aid Distribution Systerms," was directed by Clifford P. Hooker and conducted
under contract between the Flerfda State Department of Education (Natfonal
Educaticnal Finance Projcct) and the Educational Research and Development Council
of the Twin Citice, Inc.

This report, Part 1, consists of basic documentatfon conccining a study of
the impact of school district organization on statc Support programs. State
support provisions concetning school district teorganization and other statutory
provisions which affect school district reorganization were identificd by a
survey of the 48 contfpuous statcs, This survey provided (ata which was utilized
to select a sample of statecs which provide a range of situations with regard to
provisfons for school district reorganfzation. The second part of this report
contains analyses and conclusions regarding the interaci{on between fiscal pro-
visfons and school district reorganization {n the sample states. Far: I1 also
fncludes the findings of treatments of varfous hypotheses concerning the
relationship.

the documentation {n this report is the result of the original fact-finding
effort during which the state education agencies cooperated closely with the
project staff in collecting and relfining the data base. O0Of partfcular assistance
to the project staff has been the contact person in each of the state educatlon
agencies. A list of thece persons Ls fncluded {n the Appendix. Much of the
credit for the Intensive rescarch effort to provide basic documentation on the
patterns of school district organization and support i~ the respective states
should go to project retearch assistants John Feda, Jares Lindsay, David L.
Wettergren and John Young. The project staff has had effective assistance
in data tabulation and manuscript preparation from Thresia Moen and Helen Warhol,
project secrectarles.
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During the course of the data collection activities of this project there
were many other persons who were contributors. The wholescme cooperation of
many interested persons permitted the securing of data to proceed in a timely
manner. The authors, however, assume full responsibility for any limitations
in the completeness and accuracy of the data presented herein.

Mirneapolis, Minnesota Clifford P. Hooker
Spring, 1970 Project Director

van D. Mueller
Assoclate Director
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background and Purpose of the Study

The constitutfons in all states contain language to the effect that the
legislature has the responsibility for mafntaining a thorough and efficient
system of public education, free to all young people within certain age limfts.
In fulfilling this obligation, legislatures have generally enacted statutes to
permit the formation and reorganization of local school units, wWhile most of
the responsibilities for operating the schools have been delegated to these
local units, legally public education remains a function of the state, More-
over, the United States Supreme Court {n Brown y Board of Educatfon held that

educational opportunity within a state must be made avaflabdle to all on equal
terms.

State provisfons far education generally fall far short of this goal.
Scarcity of state resources and faulty state aid distribution systems account
for auch of the observed disparity in educational ospportunity within states,
Ltkevise, an fnadequate local school dfstrict etructure contributes to the
prodlem. The condition f{s often char.acterized by an overabundance of districls,
many of which have 1fimited resources and minfscule school populations. Other
districts have been gerrymandercd to create {slands of tax privilege for sowe,
while leaving swamps of squalor for their nejghbors. Also, the flight of the
more prosperous urban dwellers to the affluent suburbs and a subsequent tighten-
ing of lines between tlie core city and fts suburbs have introduced social, eco-
nomic, and race stratiffcation as well as geographic separation. Equality of
education is more a myth than a reality In many of the areas of the nation,

The legislatures in the several states are confronted with perplexing
problems as they seek to satisfy constitutional mindates and court decrces
relative to good schools for all. Thice cptions ceem to offer some promise.
The states can direct sore Tesources to those school districts with the
greatest needs; establish regional or intermediate districts to collect and
distribute taxes to local operating districts; and create a more efficicat
school district organization through legislative flat. Twenty-four states
have adopted legislation forcing the abolition of certsin types of school dis-
tricts. However, polftical considerations have often deterred legislatures
from bold action to reorganire schools., A few states have attenpted to mani-
pulate school alds {n & fashion to encourage local districts {n forming stronger
units through consolidation. Also, several states sre experimentinf with
regfonal approaches vhich are calcilated to equalize tax levies and the quality
of scheols in multi-county areas, The conditfons which contribute to the suce
cess or faflure of these efforts are not understood because there s & paucity
of empirical research evidence to guide the decislon-makers.

Oppostng forces appear to be opetating in the area of school district
reorganiration. Concern for econorical school operation has been 8 prime
consideration in the move to develop more effective school district organ-
izations in many states. At the same time, legis) tres in some ctates have
intreased state levels of school support under conditions that have sudsldircd
ineffective and inefftcieat adoinistrative units. Likevise, state atds in

metropolitan aress virtually insure a separate and unequal existerce for cities
and suburds,

‘.
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State ald formulas are political responses to educatfonal needs and may
be classified as neutral, favorable, or negative with regard to school dis-
trict reorganization. These responscs are often generated without adequate
theoretical and policy frameworks derived from empirical research. There is
a dearth of research findings in the literature dealing with this problem.
More knowledge is needed to develop conceptual models for the distribution
of the resources allocated to education in order to relate the educational
fnstitution to the emerging patterns of contemporary sotiety.

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of
state school atds to local school district organization. Data on expendfture
per pupil, level of state support, local school tax rates, and the nature of
the aid distribution mechanism were obtained from a selected sample of states.
The criterfa to gulde the selection of the sample was developed from a thorough
atudy of related lfiterature, the state school district organizatf{on patterns,
and aid distribution systems in the 48 contiguous statea. This report volume
contains the basic data documentation developed prior to sample selecticn.

This information has been analyzed to ascertain the relationship of general

alds and special incentf{ve £1ds to the extent and type of district reorganiza-
tion. Concluslons concerning these retatiorships are based on tested hypotheses
utflieing the collected data. These 2nalyses and conclustons are reported In
report Volume I1.

A second purpose of this study was to examine the financing of regtonal
or intermediate units. The principal focus of this portion of the project was
on the financial provisions which are designed to achieve equal educational
opportunity, Speclal attenticn was cirected toward the capacity of interme-
diate units (o levy taxes and distribute this reveaue as well as state aids
to local achool districts, All states with provisions for eulti-ccunty {nter-
medfate units sre included in this poition of the study.

Hopefully, th2 outputs of the study will provide needed addfitional inputs
to Phase IV of the Natfonal Educational Finance Project which proposes to
desfgn model programs of echool support.

There {8 a conspicuous absence of teported research relative to the rela-
tionship between state aid distributfon systems and schoirl district orgeniza-
tion., tThis fs strange {n that many experts In school finsnce have noted that
such 8 relationship does exist. There are no studfes which have attempted to
weasure this relat{onship; therefore, all of the knowledge is pure., specula-
tive. This may be true because only a few states have eade direct grants to
encourage the adoption of district organtestion plans. MNoreover, the amount
of tacentive aids provided typlically {s miniscule vhea compared to the amount
of money distributed through the general state support program. (Few of the
states have adopted financial penalties; that 1s, deny acwe state monies to
distelcts for failing to reorganize.) 1n fact, many states have provisions in
their lave wvhich may actually discoursge school district reorganiration. These
provisions take z.ny forms, the wost coamon being a rrduction in state aids to
one or more psrtners in the reorganization with less aid availstle to the new
district than 1s nov being paid to the several separate districts, Another
exasple pertains to a liaftaticn on bonding capacity In the new disteict. Also,
some atates have {ncluded sparsity factors in their state aid formulas which
encourage the continustion of sxall fnefficient districts,

Therefore, the resesrch reported {n Farts 1 end 1I of this study is unique,
16 that 1t contains a study of those alements in stste aid disteidution systeas

Ve
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which encourape or retard the reorganfzation of school districts. The need

for such reorganization is widespread and continufng. The shift in population,
change in economic factors, and technological advances make it mandatory that
the organfzation for education respond to contemporary conditions.

School District Organization befined

Education is recognized as a function of the state. As a result, state
legisintures, subject to constitutional provisions, have the authority to
establish, mafntain, and regulate schools. Thus the legal powers held by
school districts are thosc defegated to them by the state. ochool districts
are purely creatures of the state and as such have no inherent powers., They
may te created or abulished and their powers may be increazed or dimtnished
at the will of the state.

The legal restructuring of school districts {s referred to as school dis-
trict rcorganfzation. Such restructuring normally fnvoives the comdbining
of two or more school districts into a single larger administrative unit.
However, the divisfon of existing districts, such as large cities or counties,
fnto smaller administrative units Is also a type of school district reorganiza-
tion., This type of reorgianization, which creates additional school districts
r:ther than abolishes existing ones, should not be confused with the Internal
modification of adminfstrative ocganizations. Scveral large school systems
have moved toward such internal modificatfon or "decenttalization', The units
created by this process have no state delegated powers, therefore, this type
of internal restructuring can logically be deseribed as adminfstrative proce-
dure, rather than school district reorganfzation.

Stitl ancther form of school district reorganization {s the creatfon of
new, or the modiffcatfon of existing intermediate or regional units with state
delegated powers which are held jointly or shared with local school districta,
The teorganfzation in this fnstance may reptesent a thange {n the physital
boundaries of the unit or it may refer to 4 redistribution of powers between
regicnal units and local school districts. An example of the latter 1s a
transfer of taxing authority from Jocal school districts to intermediate units
to ati-feve a greater degree of equalization of tax effort. This form of reor-
ganlzation may be ¢ ined with the division of large existing school districts
fnto smaller units. Such proposals have been advanced as partial solutions
to the problerms besetting urban schools.

The dirension ngd breadth of tchool district reorganization is truly
enormous, Fitzwater? and other sulhors have identified all of the folloving
tyres of school district reorganfzation that sre occurring sisultaneously in
the Unfted States:

. Continued progress fn eliminating nonoperating districte,

2. The requirement in an increasing number of states that all reorganfred
districts be unified (organired to operate both elementary and high
schools); & related requirement fe that territoty of the state be in
a district maintatning a high school,

3. The Inclusion of more than one small high school dtatrict in & reor-
ganfzed district.

4. The merging of previously estadblished small reorganized units into
enlarged reorgenized units, In other words, reorganiting the reorgan-
feations,

5
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The merger of small or medfum-sized city districts with the open
country districts surroundfig them.

Merging all or nearly all of the territory of & county iato a
single adminfctrative unit,

The formation of large suburban districts adjoining mejor cities.
The merger of independent city districts and adjoining county

school districts.

The formation of separately crganized reglcnal! high school districts
erbracing the territory of several town (or township) school dis-
tricts has been a developing trend fn some New England states and in
New Jersey.

The creation of intermediate or regional unfts with state delegated
powers,

The division of large city districts into smaller units.

The gradual elimination of the office of county superintendent of
schools.

Research Procedure

e

The procedure srtsblished and oxecuted on this resesrch project generated
knowledge about the relatfonship of atate financial aid programs and school
diatrict reorganizatfon as outlined delow:

1.

3.

Identified sn the basis of a survey of the 48 contiguous state support
provisions concerning school district reorganization and other pro-
visions {n the law which affect school district recrganization;
Utilized data derived from the above survey, selected a sample of
states which presented a range of sftuations that may hsve had impact
upon school district organieation. Among the crfleria for selection
of states included {n the sample are:

a) Fiscal provisions for schoal district reorpanitation,

b) Fiscal capacity of school districts within states,

¢) Sparsity and density of populatlen,

d) Number of school districts,

e) Histouvicsl developwent of school district organization in
the state,

f) Geographical and topographical considerations, and

B) Regional tuncepts of locsl sontrol of eduestion.

Obtained the folloving data in the selected sanple of states.

8) Level of expenditure per pupil from 1948-1968. Expenditures
were categorired by fund type and by sine of districts. Fund
types include maintenance, capitel cutlsy, and dedt service.

b) Level of state support for edutation in the districts. Aids
applicadle to the funds listed stove were utilired. Correction
a'd for sparsity and preaium afd for teorgsnizstion wes of
specisl {nterest.

¢) Nature of the sid distridutior forsulas legislsted during the
20-yesr period and the yesrs they were put into effect. The
elements of the foreulss were ¢ategorized dy the fund types
fdentified sdove.

d) Local school tax rstes in the districts for t.: 1967-68 year,

e) Progress of school district reorganization incly ting the number
of districts of various tyg-s, by yesr, duting th period.

f) The statutes pertafning to fn ermediste districts wvere scquired.
The smount of state #nd local fu. *s teceived and Jistributed dy
the intermediste units were obdtained.

A\l
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g) The statues pertaining to reorpaniration were obtained. Also,
related statutes which deter or encuurage the consolidation of

' urban and suburban districts in metropolitan areas were examined.

. These statutes pertiined to t<zacher retirement, tenuve, and

certification systems.,

: 4, Analyzed the data collected to enable comparisons over a period of

time among educational expenditure levels of state support, local

property, tax rates, amount and type of incentive aids, incidence of

; factors {n the state aid formula which deter school district reorgan-

f tzatlon, and changes in the number of school districts.

5. Formulated and tested hypotheses based ou the following specific
questions:

a) To what extent has school district reorganization reduced vari-
ations in tax-paying ability and expenditure per pupil within
states?

b) Has school district reorganization Introduced greater stability

i and equity into tax structures?

‘ c) At what lerel of state support for education does the greatest

amount of school district reorganization tend to take place?
(This level may be expressed in a ratio to per pupil expenditure.)
d) What types of special incentive aids are associated with the

; greatest amount of school district reorganization?

€) At what support levels must irncentive aids operate in order to
yield the greatest amount of reorganization activity among
local districts?

f) What [actors in the state aid distribution system retard school
district reorganization?

g) What factors in state aid distribution plans discourage the
consolidation of central city and suburban school districts?

h) What other legal provisions, e.g., procedural requirements for
school district reorganization, tend to circumvent fiscal
incantives?

1) How do state aid systems relate to the trend toward decentraliza-
tion of policy making in large cities?

j) What is the potential for utilizing intermediate or reglonal units
to collect and distribute local taxes?

Scope and Description of Part I

e PN

Patterns of School District Organization is the product of the research
activities of this special project of the National Educational Finance Project.
1t provides the general data base to support the analyses and hypotheses testing
which {s reported in Part II of the project report.

Chapter I, "Introduction" consists of the background and purpose of the
study, defines schooi district organfzation in general operational terms,
describes the resewrch design utilized in the conduct of the study, and describes
the content of the two volume project report.

FRAETC Y o

A state-by-state description of the "Organization for Local School Districts"
is presented in Chapter II. It includes a historical summary and interpretation
of the statutory provisions for school district reorganization for each state.
Quantitative data on patterns of local school districts are included for the
periods of 1948-1948,
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Chapter III, "Proftles of Regional and Intermediate Units", provides a
definition of intermediate units and describes existing units in the 33 states
where such units meet the criteria established., The state-by-state review of
intermediate untts relates information on number, type, size, expenditures,
legal (statutory) basis, levy authority, state aids, and relationship to con-
stituant school districts. Also discussed is the nature of the program and
services provided by the intermediate unit.

Chapter 1V, "State Aids for Local Dfs.cicts", presents specific informa-
tion, state-by-state, concerning the varius aspects of the state aid dis-
trikution pattern. State aids are tabulaled by purpose and title for each
state and are summarized by type of aids for the periods 1949-50, 1953-54,
1957-58, 1966-67, and 1968-69., Data for each state is presented In a common
format emphasizing categories of aid; i.e., general purpose [lat-grant, general
purpose equalizing-grant, special purpose flat-grant, and special purpose equal-
izing-grant. A summarization of trends in the level of state support for the
period of 1948-68 is included.

The Appendices A-E provide additional statistical data on each state.
Basic statistical profiles for ezch state provide comprehensive information
on population (total and pupil), per pupil expenditures, number of school dis-
tricts by type and size, and sources of school revenues (federal, state, local).
The contents of Appendix E provide a data array in the aforementioned categories
for the years 1948, 1952, 1956, 1960, 1964, and 1968. Additional appendices
provide lists of cooperating states and National Educational Finance Project
personnel, a listing of state education agency contact personnel for this pro-
ject, a glossary of relevant definitions, and a description of the special

project staff.

Summary

Iuformation derived from the researcn reported in this report (Part I)
enabled project staff to select a sample of states for more extensive data
collection and analysis. Information avallable in the two-volume report of
this project is designed to provide a framework which will enable professional
educators to advise legislators on policy considerations that will help influ-
ence school district reorganization. With knowledge of this type, reorganiza-
tion could hopefully be effected by managing economic factors in a way that
can result in greater equalization of educational opportunity as well as more
efficient utilization of score resources.

Footnotes

lBrown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U,S, 48B3, 493 (1954).

2Fcr a treatise on this topic see Clifford P, Hooker and Van D, Mueller
Equal Treatment to Equals<~~A New Structure for Public Schools in the Kansas
City and St. Louis Metropolitdn Areas, A Report to the Missouri School Dis-
trict Reorganization Commission, Jure 1969,

30. 0. Fitzwater, State School System Development (Denver: Education
Commission of States, 1968) pp. 20-21.
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CHAPIER II

ORGANIZING FOR LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

The establishment of effective local districts for administering public
schools has been traditionally recognized as having a great influence on the
educational opportunities of children and youth. The scope and quality of
their public school opportunities are to a great extent dependent on an ade-
quate local school district structure.

In {ts more general usage, the term school district refers to a local
unit of government, possessing quasi-corporate powers, and established or
empowered by state law to conduct and administer a public school or a system
of public schocls. This district is usually controlled by a board of educa-
tion, has local taxing power, and authority to make coutracts. There are
various cypes of school districts at the local level ficluding common, city,
independent, consolidated, separate high school, union, community, town,
township, and county unit districts.

With America's long established tradition of local control over education,
the problem of school district reorganizaticn is very complex. Although it is
often viewed as a local function, education {s a i1esponsibility of the state.
Local school districts derive their existence, form, and powers from the state.
The responsibility for improving school district organfzation lies with the
state legislatures which have the power to create, destroy, or alter school
districts, This concept 1s fundemental to understanding the problem of organ-
izing and reorganizing local tchool districts to perform effectively and effi-
ciently the task of educating the nation's school age population.

This section deals with the legal structure that has been established in
each state for the organization of local school districts. The range of
interest for this study has been the twenty years of 1948-68 but in some
instances, pertinent legislation has been cited outside of this time period
wher:2 the authors felt such legislation had reluvance for the discussion,
Special emphasis in this section has been placed on legislation leading to
schcol district reorganization, A rather legalistic definitfon of school
district reorganization has been utilized to form a conceptual framework for
devzloping this chapter:

The act of legally changing the desigaation of a

school district, changing its geographic area, or
incorporating a part or all of a school district

with an adjoining district is termed school dis-

trict reorganization.

An effort has also been made to specifically draw attention to that type of
legislation that has provided financial f{ncentives for reorganization.

A number of resources were utilized in gathering the informatfon in this
section. An initial questionnaire was sent out to contact people within the

various state departments of education requesting Information as to whether
or not their state had attempted to encourage school district reorganization

7.
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by means of enticement with general or special state aid payments, Utilizing
this information and the research done on legislation, pertatning to school
district reorganization by a school law class at the University of Minnesota,
a profile of legislation was developed for each state, Thir profile, aleng
with an additional questionnaire asking for more specific information, was
then sent to the state contact people for corrections and additions, Utiliz-
ing the corrected profiles and additional information, the project staff
developed the following summaries for each state concerning the basic legis-
lation dealing with school district organization.

As w. “h any study of this nature, limitations in the information may
exist. Wtare legislation pertaining to school district reorganization was
not uncovered by the research team and this deficiency was not noted or
corrected by the state coutact people, it simply has not found its way into
the study. Although the proiect staff made every effort to clarif; the
avaflable i{nformation through extens.se research and direct contact with state
departmeist pereonnel, the need for personal finterpretation still existed in
certain instances and should be appropriately recognized.

Organization for Local School Districts

In 1948 Alabama had 108 school districts fn the state., By the fall of

1968 this uumber had grown to 120, or an fncrease of 12,

Provisions for the consolidation of schools can be found as early as 1927
in the Code of Alabama 1958, Recocpiled, Volume 12, Title 52. Under those
early provisions the responsibility for the administration and supervision of
all publfic schools fn the state was vested in county boards of education under
the direction of the state bcard of education, County superintendents were
suthorized to recommend the consolidation of schools within the county and with
city boards of educatfon under prescribed conditions.

In 1957 local boards of education were authorized to close any schools
within their jurisdiction if the presence of such schools threatened the tran-

quility of the school district, county or community (Code of Alabama, Recompiled,

1958, Volume 12, Title 52, Section 61).

An added feature of the Alabama plan for organization of schools can be
found in the Independent School District Act of 1959 (Code of Alabama, Recom-
piled, 1967, Cumulative Supplement to Volume 12, Title 52, Sections 179, 197),
This act provides the legal basis for the organfization of a school syst:m
within the prescribed basic county board system, but separate ard apart from
any legal upper eclielon school authority; i.e., local district, county board,
or gtate board of education,

In 1964 the transportation of pupils was tied to consolidation and became
a provision thereof,

There has been 1ittle change in school district organization in Alabama
since 1927, Since the Independent School Act of 1959, five new districts
have been added.

Arizona

There were 342 gchool districts in Arizona in 1948, Since that time 51
districts have been eliminated leaving this total in the fall of 1968 at 297.
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From 1948-1968 there seems to have been no legislative enactments that have
had a malor effect on school district organization.

The district i{s the unit for school administration in Arizoma. Districts
may be consolidated upon a majority vote of the people in the districts.
Common school districts close up when fewer than efght pupils of school age
attend school for three months during a1y school year and the county superin-
tendent recommends {t to the board of supervisors.

The state law provides for high school districts, union high school dis-
tricts, and county high school districts. Any school district having an
average daily attendance of 200 or more pupils and an assessed valuation of
not less than $7,000,000 may, by a majority vote of the qualified school
electors of the district, establish and maintain a high school. Such a dis-
trict then becomes a high school district. Two or more adjoining school
districts having a joint average daily attendance of not less than 200 pupils
may unite for high school purposes. They then form a union high sthool district.
In any county having an assessed valuation of not more than $8,000,000 wherein
no high school has been established the board of county supervisors may in their
discretion, o»r upon petition signed by 15 percent of the rcgistered voters of
the county, call an election to determine whether or not a county union high
school shall be established. If the vote is favorabls the county becomes a
county high school district. District high schools and union high schools may
be later established in the county high school district.

Arkansas

The major thrust tosird school district organization occurred in Arkansas
between 194% and 1951. In 1944, Arkansas had 2,451 school districts whereas

che 1951 total was down to 425. This last figure has gradually leveled off to
a 1968 total of 390.

In 1943, Act 271, Section 1, was passed by the Arkansas legislature to
cure some of the environmental defects in school districts as they existed
then. Actually, this act seemed to clarify some questions being raised con-
cerning the formation, consolidation, change of boundary lines, and other

alteration of school districts by the action of county boards of education or
the county court.

In 1947 the legislature amended the state's statute (Section 11488 of
Pope's Digest, Acts of Arkansas) to include provisions for dissolution and
annexation of school districts within the county when an election is held.

"The county board of education may dissolve any school district and
annex the territory thereof to any district within the nounty when petitioned
to do so by a majority of the qualified electors of the district to be dissolved,
or by an election held in the district to be dissolved where a majority of the
votes cast are in favor of the dissolution and annexation, and upon the consent

of the board of directors of the district to which the territory is to be annexed.”

By 1949, additional enactments created a situation in which county boards
of education were vested by law with a sound discretion fn the determination of
the matters necessary to vhe formation or consolidation of school districts.

Their decision was subject to review only when it appeared

that such orders were
arbitrary or unreasonable.
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In 1950, under an Inftiated Act (Arkansas Statute 80-426 titled "County
School District Covering Former Small Distcicts") the Arkansas State Legis-
lature provided for the creation in each county of a unfted school district
composed of all school districts within the county having less than 350
students, The county board of educatifon was given the power to annex a por-
tion of the united district to a larger dirtrict only with the consent of
such larger district, but did not have to give notice or obtain the consent
of patrons of the united district as a prerequisite to such an annexatfon
order by the board.

The 1969 General Assembly passed two provisions having direct implications
for school diatrict reorganization in Arkansas. Az¢ 229 of 1969, "The Quality
Educatfon Act'", mandates that all public elementary and secondary schools with
a state department of education rating less than "A", shall be eliminated not
later than June 1, 1979. The county board of education has the power to abolish
such districts and annex them to a receiving district which {8 mandated to
accept them. Act 449 of 1969 provided for a guaranteed allocation and financial
incentive for reorganization, School districts choosing to consolidate shall
receive no less state financial aid under this Act per child in average daily
attendance in a given year than was received by that district in Arkansas
Foundation Program Aid or State Financial Aid per child in average daily atten-
dance the previous year, 1In addition, such districts shall receive in each
school year an amount for each child in average daily attendance equal to the
average increase per child in average daily attendance in Arkansas Foundation
Program Aid over th previous year's state aid.

California
The 1945 Act titled "Optional Reorganization of School Districts By

Electcrs" provided a practical means, for tlie first time fn the state's history,
for forming unified districts. It can be pinpointed as a significant pilece of
legislation for a change in the number of school districts in 1945-46 of 2,568
to a 1954-55 total of 7,934, a reduction of almost one-fourth. A State Com-
mission on School Districts, Regional Planning Commissions and Local Survey
committees were all established to formulate plans and recommendations for
unification or other reorganization of school districts.

When territory was divided to form more than one unified district, the
bond obligation remained with the territory that incurred the debt. The new
district could assume the bond debt of the former district only by & bond
assumption election. Presently in California, if a district having bonded
indebtedness 18 formed {nto two or more unified districts, the territory of
the original district retains liabflity for the debt, but the resulting dis-
tricts shall pay an amount toward bond redemption equal to the prorortionate

value of the property acquired.

A series of amendments iu 1947 also aided reorganization by removing a
provisien requiring a favorable majority to vote in each componert district
for inclusion in a unified district; enlargement of local survey committees
while still giving them more of a vote in determining reorganization; and a
provigion allowing local survey committees to recommend that the proposed
reorganized districts assume all or part of the outstanding bonded indebted-
ness of component districts (to be based on a two-thirds yote in each com-

ponent district).

In 1949 another seriee of amendments were added to the 1945 statute. The
most. important seems to be the dissolvement of the 1945 State Commission with
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the corresponding transfer of its functions to the State Board of Education.
The State Department of Education was assigned responsibility for providing
the State Board with nacessary professional and clerical help for carrying
on the unification prcgram. Another significant amendment was the mandatory
establishment of a school district reorganization committee in every county
except San Franciscs.

To a certain extent a 1936 California law requiring that whenever the
boundaries of separately organized elementary and high school districts ava
made coterminous they automatically become a unified school district, may be
having a small effect in the reduction of number of districts.

The 1951 Education Code of California continued basic reorganization pro-
visions relating to annexation, changing boundaries and uniting districts. It
did provide for an optional reorganization plan and alsoc set forth certain
basic changes in the Equalization Aid and Transportation Aid programs.

Statutes of 1959 added a new chapter irn which county committees were
required to prepare a master plan for the school district organization of their
counties. The date for submission was set for September 15, 1963, Elections
were required to be held within two years after State Board of Education ap-
proval. This was the extent to which the Legistature was willing to mandate
reorganization,

Colorado

In 1944 Colorado had 1,920 school districts, The state's first real dis-
trict reorganization program was started in 1949, During the first two years
37 new districts were established, but the total number in the state was reduced
by more than a fourth. Amendments to the legislation were enacted in 1951,
which severely restricted continued progress. The first series of reorganiza-
tion legislation expired July 1, 1954, In 1957 and 1965 legislation patterned
after the 1949 statute was passed. Colorado has dropped from a total of 1,920
districts in 1944 to a 1966 total of 184. There has been no financial entice-
ment to encourage reorganization.

Session Laws of Colorado, 1949, Chapter 224, provided the first significant
legislation for reorganizstion in the state. It set up county committees to
help the State Commissioner in developing reorganization plans. There was a
special assistant to the Commissioner appointed to work in this area. The Com~
missioner was given the power to approve county plans, and no reorganization
could be brought to a vote without his approval. He was also required to pre-
pare and submit to the next legislature a plan for reorganizing all areas of
the state not included in reorganized distrfcts. A procedure for drawing up a
proposal, having it then approved by the Commissioner, and finally bringing it
to a local vote was also adopted.

Reorganization activity reached its peak in 1950, Twenty-nine reorganiza-
tion elections out of thirty-eight were passed on favorably by the voters. The
effect of state school finance programs are difficult to gauge. 1In one case a
district enrolling approximately 230 pupils lost over $3,000 the first year so
there may have been sore proposals failing because the state financial provis-
ifons were not favorable to enlarged districts.

By 1951 opposition to reorganization seemed to become far more organized
and active. During the 1951 legislative session, changes were made in the
Reorganization Act of 1949 which severely restricted the operation of the recor-
ganization program. Four changes of major significance were:
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1. Repeal of the provision allowinpg for a special assistant to
the Commissioner to help in conducting the reorganization
program.

2, Repeal of the provision that a recrganization plan could
not be brought to a vote until appr ved by the State Com=
missioner.

3. Approval of a reorganization by a2 majority of the total
votes cast in the area was changed so that only those
districts having a favorable majority vote could be included
in a reorganized unit.

4, County committees were to function until completion of reor-
ganization within their counties but not later than July 1,
1954,

The "District Organization Act of 1957", 123-25-2, seems to embody many
features of the 1949 act with its main emphasis being on the equalization of
the benefits and burdens of education throughout the states, counties, and
communities. An increase in reorganizational activity did follow this act
with the number of districts dropping from 947 in 1957 to 522 in 1959.

In 1963 the School District Reorganization Act was passed. The signifi-
cant feature that made this legislation differ from the 1957 law was that {t
embodies a feature providing for the assumption of bonded indebtedness. A
leveling feature in this legislatfon may be restricting voluntary reorganization.

The 1964 legislature amended the 1957 legislation even further. H.B. 1009
provided In effect that County Kigh School Districts and their component elem-
entary districts should cease to exist on February 1, 1965 and that, if the
combined enrollments of such districts were less than 1,500, their areas were
to be annexed to the adjacent district or districts containing enrollments of
more than 1,500. The number of school districts was reduced from 205 co 184
during 1965.

Connecticut

In 1949 the Connecticut legislature passed Statute 10-240, Basically it
stated that each town was to maintain the control of all the public schools
within its limits and for this purpose was to be a school district with all the
powers and purposes thereof.

For twenty years Cornecticut has had little change in the number of schoal
districts (1945 - 173 districts, 1969 - 174 districts).

In 1967 the legislature enacted provisions including some financial entice-
ments that may have resulted in an increase in four regionalized districts (k-12)
in the past two years.

Laws of Education, 1967, Sec. 10-53, states:

All provisions of the general statutes relating
to public education, including those providing
state grants in aid, shall apply to each town
belonging to a regional school district, provided
if the board of education of any regional school
district provides transportation to a regfonal
school, such district shall be reimbursed by the
state as provided in section 10-54, and providing
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any town whjzh 18 i member of a regional school
district fuinishing an educational program includ-
ing Kindergarten through grade twelve shall receive
each year in addition to the amount of state aid
under section 10-26) ten percent of said amount.

Connecticut Laws of Education, 1967, Sections 10-282 to 10-288 provide
criteria establishing the eligibility of{ regtonal school districts for state
school building grants. 1In the case of a school building project in a regional
school district providing accommodations for pupils in kindergarten through
grade twelve for all participating towns, eighty percent of the necessary pro-
ject cost, as determined by the state board of educatfon, will be granted.

Delaware

Reorganization legislation in Delaware dates back to 1919 when school law,
created “'special school districts" in the urban areas, requiring them to main-
tain schools for elementary and high school pupils. All other school districts,
usually small and in rural areas, were designated as "state board districts" in
1921, 1In additifon to the special and state bosrd districts the legisiature
created two area high school districts, each comprising several elementary dis-
tricts, and one area vocatfonal sclicel district for each of three countics.

The school district reorganization question was raised from time to time
over the years by the state superintendents in their annual reports. 1In 1946,
a school survey recommended redistricting and this prompted the first compre-
hensive study and report on reorganization since 192}, This report, issued in
1951, recommended that 12 administrative units replace the existent 117 dis-
tricts. Although the legislature did not adopt the report in terms of legisla-
ticn, a gradual decline in number of districts was initiated.

In 1965, the Governor's Comuittee on Education inaugurated another study,
with considerable emphasis on reorganization. In its report it recommerded a
reduction from the existing 51 school districts to 25 (including vocaticnal
districts). This report provided major impetus for the passage by the legis-
lature in 1968 of major reorganizatfon legislation. This act, H., B. 438, as
amended by H., A. No. 2, literally replaced the codes dealing with school
consolidation.

The present law has interesting implications for school district reorgan-
ization, Chapter 10, subchapter 1, 1004, requires the state board of education
to prepare plans of reorganization for each school district by October 24, 1968,
These plans were to be based on the following type of criterfia: topography,
pupfl population, community characteristics, transportation of pupils, existing
school facilitfes, existing school districts, potential population changes and
the capability of providing a comprehensive program of efficient and effective
educatifon,

The plan of reorganfization of school districts prepared by the state board
of education was to be submitted to the school distrfcts not more than 10 days
after fts preparation. Any district considering itself aggrieved could appeal
on or before December 1, 1958. The state board would then provide a hrearing
for such district during the perfod December 1, 1968 through January 31, 1969.

On or before March 1, 1969, the state board of education shall mzet and
adopt a final plan of reorganfzation of school districts which it seens wise,
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Plans to be adopted have to meet the following requirements: (1004, C).

{1) Each proposed school district shall offer a complete instructional
program grades one through twelve,

(2) Each proposed schnol district including more than one component former
school district shall have a pupil entollment of not less than 1900 nor more
than 12,000 in grades one through twelve.

{3) Each proposed school district which is composed of more than one exist-
ing school district shall be composed of only whole existing school districts
except as herein defined and only to the extent that those whole existing school
districts are contiguous as reorganited. ¥Xo existing school district shall be
subdivided in order to form any proposed school district except a superimposed
high school district, which may be subdivided.

(4) The proposed school district for the city of Wilmington shall be the
city of Wilmington with the territory within its limits.

£5) In addition to other propcsed school districts there shall be a number
of proposed school districts for vocational-technfcal centers, or schools which
shall be superimposed upon proposed school districts which shall not overlap one
another, and which taken together shall include the entire geographical area of
the state. Requirements (1) and (2) of this subsection shall not apply with
respect to proposed school districts for vocational-technical centers, or schools
which districts shall contain such instructional programs, numbers of grades,
and pupil enrollments which, as determined by the state board of education sub-
ject to section 202 and 207 of this title, are in the best educational interests
of the proposed vocational-technical school districts,

(6) Each proposed school district shall have a name designated by the state
board of education after consultation with th. school board of the school dis-
trict or districks composing the proposed school district,

(7) Any one-to-twelve existing school district, as constituted March 15,
1968, shall not be required by the state board of education to consolidate
with any other one-to-twelve existing school district which comprises over 100
square miles and has a pupil enrollment of more than 1900 in grades one through
twelve. Any such school district shall be a reorganized school district for the
purpose of this Act.

(8) Any existing school district which operates cooperatively with a school
district from another state shall continue to do so as long as a result of the
existing school districts® unique positions. Any such school district shall be
a reorganized school district for the purpose of this act.

On July 1, 1969, all proposed school districts contained in the plan as
adopted by the state board of education were constituted and knrwn as reor-
ganized school districts.

Section (1006.a) provides that except as otherwise provided in this section,
all real and personal property of a former school district or districts composing
any rcorganized school district constituted and established pursuant to sections
1004 and 1005 of this chapter shall become the property of and vested in such
reorganized school district; and all indebtedness and obligations of a component
former school district shall become the indebtedness and obligations of such reor-
ganized school district. All rights of creditors against any component former
sctool district or districts shall be preserved against the reorganized school
district. All indebtedness and obligations owed to a component former school
district, and all indebtedness, obligations, and taxes owing to or for the
accounts ot the .omponent former school district or districts, uncollected in
the component former school district or districts, and all monies deposited to
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or for the account or accounts of component former school districts shall be
paid to or for, as the case may be, the actount or accounts of the reorganized
school district.

Section 1027, of the law enables the state board of education to consol-
idate two or move reorganized school districts, which are contiguous when in
theixr judgement it is practicable and desirable,

Florida

The 1885 constitution for Florida, sections 1-18 inclusive, deals exten<
sively and prescriptively with education. It established a county school
distyict trustee system which, through a 1947 amendment, was modified to
create a county board organization (F.S.A., Sec. 228.15).

The constitution of 1968, Article IX, concerns itself with education

and modifies the above format by excluding reference to t*e district schonl
trusteas, Basically {t provides that each county shall constitute a school
district, provided two or more contiguous counties, upon vote of the electors
of each county pursuant to law, may be combined into one school district, In
each school district there shall be a school board composed of five or more
nembers chosen by vote of the electors for appropriately staggered terms of
four years, as provided by law.

The school board shall operate, control and supervise all free public
schools within the school district and determine the rate of school district
taxes within the limits prescribed herein. Two or more school districts may
operate and finance joint educational programs. In addition, Chapter 69-300,
Laws of Flori{da, repeals all statutory references to district trustees.

All school districts in atl territory not i{ncluded in school districts in
each county of the state shall be consolidated in each county into one school
district.

Florida has 67 school districts which correspond to the numbey of counties
in the state, although there is a great difference in the pupil population of
these districts.

Georgia
In 1919 legislation was passed establishing county districts. In 1946

(CCA 32-915) county boards of education were given the right to consoli?ate
two or more schools into one school in their county if, in their opinion, the
welfare of the schools and the best {nteresc of the pupils required {it.

In 1951 the legislature provided that the state could withhold capital
outtay allotments from school districts the state department felt should
consolidate (CGA 32-1401A-33),

In 1966 Georgia had 195 school districts in the state whereas in 1944
they had 225, Although little change has come about in terms of the number
of school distrtcts, over 6,000 schools have been eliminated through consol-
idation from 1948-66.
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In 1943-44 Idaho had 1,300 school districts. By 1951-52 this number had
been reduced to 270 and by the fall of 1969 the number of school districts in

Idaho was 115.

The state of Idaho began a reorganization program in 1947 with what was
known as the Peabody survey. This resulted in 1947 legislation vhich was so
successful in promoting reorganization, that by 1949 over 80% of the area of
the state was in reorganized districts., {(This legislation is basically found
in Laws of 1947, Chapter 111.)

Among the provisions was a classification of school districts. ALl recr-
ganized districts had to belong to one of the three following classes:

Class A - assessed valuation of $2,000,000 or more and employ 25
or more teachers; must provide education for grades 1-12 {aclusive; may
provide for kindergarten.

Class B - newly organized unified school district from two or more
presently organized districts into a community school district. Shall include
central service area, the high school of at least 100 in grades 9-12, education
in all grades 1-12. May offer kindergarten.

Class € - all other newly organized school districts which are under
the direct administration of the ¢ounty school administration. Education grades

1-8.

A state committee was to be appointed with the following functions: (1) to
employ a dire<tor and necessary personnel with major concern for school district
reorganization; (2) appoint county committees in any county where nose had been
established, or where county committees had failed to exercise cheir responsi-
bility; (3) assist the county committee in carrying on their work; (4) approval
of reorganization proposals, including recommendations for disposition of assets
and liabilities submitted by county committees; (5) make a progress report,
together with recommendations for legislation, to each session of the legisla-
ture. County committees were appointed to prepare pians for reorganizing dis-
tricts and unorganized territory of the county into the three classes created
by the legislation. Existing district boundary lines could be disregarded in
preparing plans for reorganized districts. In preparing reorganization plans
consideration was to be given to the educational and financial needs of the local
communities with the emphasis on equalizing educational opportunicies of pupils.
The plan for a proposed new district had to include terms for the adjustment of
assets and liabilities of the component districts. Public hearings had to be
held unless the plan was prepared by a school board of a district maintaining
a 4-year high school with an ADA of 100 or more pupils or by school boards of
2 or more adjacent districts in the service area of such a high school and sub-
mitted to the county committee for its approval. Within 10 days after receipt
of a reorganization proposal approved by the state committee the board of county
commissloners was required to call a special election for voter approval of the
plan. If by July 1, 1949 or a later date approved by the state committee, there
remained any county terrftory not In a reorganized district, either because no
plans had been developed or because plans had been rejected by the voters, the
county comnittee was required to organize all such territory into one or more
reorganized districts. This procedure did not require approval by the voters.
The 1949 legislature extended the above date to July 1, 1951. In 1951 the leg-
islature passed an amendment repealing the provision requiring mandatory reor-
ganization without a vote, for all unreorganized territory after 1951. The same
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legislature passed an amendment providing & means whereby two-thirds of the
qualified electors in any area of a reorganized district could petition the
state board to separate and become part of an adjoining district.

1961 proved to be a signiffcant yeaxr for reorganization {n Idaho. All
areas of the state were to be reorganized by June 30, 1961. County boards
were abolished in reorganized counties and those temaining in counties not
completely reorganized were to be financed by taxes levied only on the unreor-
ganized portions of the county. The office of County Superintendent was also
to be abolished.

The 1963 legislature provided that 10 or more school district electors
residing in an area of not less than 10 square miles within which there was no
schoolhouse or facility necessary for the operation of a school district may
petition in writing proposing the annexatfon of the area to another and con-
tiguous district, Another enactment dealt with lapsed districts. 1If the state
board of education shall find any district has not operated fts school for a
period of one school year, or in which the average daily attendance during each
term of not less than seven months in the two school years last past less than
five pupils, or for a period of not less than one year las: past has had an
fnsufficient nuoter of members on {ts board of trustees lawfully to conduct
the business of the district, the state board of educatfon shall enter its order
declaring any said Jistrict to be lapsed and which district shall lapse as of
the first day of July next following the date of said order. It also made it
possible for the board of trustees of twun or more centiguous school districts
to submit to Lhe state board of educatiou a plan for the consolidation of thefr
districts finto a single new district,

1llinols

In 1943-44 tlltinois had 11,998 school districts, over 9,700 of which were
one teacher districts. The school code of 1945 provided for & State Commission
and county committees to conduct studies and prepare organization plans. Two
years later the community-unit district law was enacted to provide a practical
wvay for establishing 12-grade districts. By 1951-52, the total number of schoot
districts had dropped to 3,41),

The 1947 community-unft school district law provided that any compact and
contiguous terrfitory, no part of which was included within any community-unit
school district, might be orgenized fnto a new 12-grade district, providing
the tertitory concerned had s population of not less than 2,000 persons and an
sssessed valuation of not less than $6 millfon, Erfsting school district
boundaries, as well as the boundaries of any other local government unit, could
be disregarded in forming such unfts, Most of the teorganization took place
betveen the effective date of the community-unit law (late July, 1947) and
October 1949, During that period, over 5,000 school districts were eliminated.

Legislative policy has been to leave resident voterz the settlement of
questions concerning school district recrganiration but have moved 1o block
the formation of wore small districts by denying petitions of organication 1f
the resulting district vill have say non-high school territory or ff after any
doundary changes a distrlct vould fall below the population and valuation stand-
ards of ¢,000 persons or $6 willion.

An incentive for reorganization has resulted from the denfal of state aid

to very small school districts, Districts with an ADA of less than &0 for
grades 9-12, sust obtain spectal approval of the county and state superintendent
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of schools to participate. No school district may tecelve more than $400 per
ADA 1f 1t is substandard. (H.B. 1798, 1967).

The total number of school districts in the fall of 1968 was 1,279,

Indiana

In 1948 there were approximately 1,200 school districts in the state of
Ind? .na. By July 1, 1969 this number had been reduced to only 289. More
than 90 percent of the public school pupils reside in school corporations
which have been reorganized., The major portior of this reduction has taken
place between the years 1959 and 1969, as in 1957-58 there were still over
1,000 districts in the state.

Although reorganization legislation dates back to 1852 in Iadfana, the
first having any real impact of a contemporary nature developed during the
decade of the 1950's. The School Survey Commission was created by House Con-
current Pesolution 18, approved in March 1951. It provided for a bipartisan
comuission of eight members to do extensive rescarch Into the areas of school
finance and school district reorganiration. The report of this commission,
entftled, Report of the Indiina State School Survey Commission to the Governor
of Indiana (1952) made two major recommendations. With respect to housing, {t
was proposed that the state should participate in financing public school build-
tngs 1n local school administrative units. In regard to school recrganization
the coomf{ssion encouraged the General Assembly to creatc a bipartisan state com-
mission on school reorganization empowered to esteblish locai committees to work
out suggestions for reorganization and to provide technical astistance to these
committees.

The 1955 Metropolitan School Consolidation Law did encourage some reor-
ganiration, In 1957 a major school reorganization bill wvas fntroduced but
falled to pass the House after betng acted upon favorably by the Senate. Nine
minor wmessures were passed, mostly dealing with specific locslities or situate
tions.

It was in 1959 that the General Assembly passed the most significant leg-
tslation pertaining to school district reorganirzation. The lav, entitled the
School Corporation Reorganizaticn Lav, was a bipartisan weasure setting up the
legal machinery to enable citfzens in each of the counties to study their own
school organization needs and to institute changes 1f they belfeve loprovement
{s needed. Studies of school corporation organiration were required by law,
but the law did not require any changes i1 a majority of tie local citizens
d1{d not want thes.

The lav provided for a State Reorganiration Commission with the following
specific duties: :

1. To establish minfmmm educational standards sgainst which to
evaluate plans suderitted by county compmittees.

2. 7To review plans submitted to It by county cormittees and
efther approve thz plans or recommend changes to conform
to ainimun educational standards.

3. To conduct hearings in the local county on the county com-
mittee pian before {t has received the spproval or dis-
approval of the State Coemission,

4, To assist county committees in thelr snalysis of lotal
school Otganirations snd the forsulation of plans for
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5. To report to the General Assembly on the operation of the
School Corporation Reorganfzation law, the progress that
has been made in its operation, and recommendaticns for
{mprovement.

The commission could recommend and urge achievement of minimum standards
for the counties education system, but it could not force local residents to
accept what they did not want. The minimum standard policies set forth by the
commnitsfon were:

1. Any county reorganizatfon plan must first have th. approval
of the county committee before {t will be approved by the
State Commisston.

2. Each proposed reorganized school corporation must meet the
following minimums for pupil population and wealth:

(a) A total of 1,000 resident average c¢atly attendance
grades 1-12, of all the schools of the corporation

i comdbined,

f (b) Not less than $5,000 adjusted assessed valuation per
resident pupil {n average daily at:.endance.

NOTE: The above minimum standards, shall be ip effect unless

the county committee has recefved a written order from the

State School Reorganization Commission stating that for a

specified geographical area in the county, mee ing such

1 standards Is not feas{ble.

3 3. County plans gust taclude all of the area within the county.
Such plans may provide for one or more school corporations,
but the entire county must be considered fn the proposal,

4, Each proposed reorganized school coiporation must provide

] the base for an efficient and adequate veducational progrin

A for all the pupils in grades 1-1¢. ’

County Reorganization Committees were established to study the present
organfzaticn of school corporations and develop a plan for their most efficient
adninistration., The committee could decfde that the ce nty had the kind of
school organization {n existence that was already satisfactory. A plan could
not go into effect until it was approved by a majority of the voters {n the
areas affected.

The County Committec was required to study the present organfzation of
the varfous school corporations within the county, tncluding:

1. The adequacy of the educatiun pregran
2, The number of puplile attending school and the populaticn
of each school corporation
3, the assested taxc™le valuation of the school corporation
4. The per pupil assessed valuation for each scheol corperation
5. Geographical and cconcefc charscterfstics of the county
6. Other pertinent facts about the county.

The coomittee was called upon t: include in fts plan:

1. 1The doundaries of the school corporations
2, The adainfstration of the corporations. 1If a new corporatton
is recommended the committee Is to tet forth:
(a) the nusdet of school doard meaders. (Efthet 3, 5, ot 7).
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(b) the manner £n which the school board members are
to be elected or appointed.
(¢) limitations on residence of school board members
(d) the term of office and other qualifications required
of the members of the board of school trustees, and
(e) the name of the gchool corporation.

Public hearings were to be held by the committee throughout the county to
discuss the reorganization plan and opportunity was given the local residents
to make suggestions. The law required the committee to consider suggestions
made at these hearings and gave the coomittee authority to make revisions or
godifications {n the plan {f n2c2ssary.

As part of the same legisiation, restrictions were placed ou new building
construction. Effective the date of the legislotion (March 12, 1959) no new
schuol construction was to be permitted by 8 school corporation having an enroll-
ment of pupils to be housed therein equivalent to less than four clasaroom units
for grades nine through tuelve.

The 1959 School Corporation Reorgaanization Act was smended by the 1961,
1963, and 196% General Assemblies. The revistons in the 1959 Act have deen
minur, 1t 18 possible to make sudstantial changes {n territorial boundarfes
through annexation by mutual consent. Chapter 439, Acts of 1963, suended the
School Corporation Annexatfon Act of 1963, to permit school board representa-
tion for the annexed area.

lova

Towa had &,856 school districts in 1943-64 and was experiencing no activity
gelated to school district reorganization. 1In 1445 legislation wss enscted
requiring county boards of education to conduct studies snd promote district
reorganization.

In & 19427 sct (Section 273.2) a county school system became a psrt of the
Tovs public school system. 1In the event sn independent or consolidsted school
district vanted to be part of the county systea, s majority of the voters in
the district could approve the transfer.

In 1953 sweeping legislstive changes vere made. All the old legal pro-
visions which had accumulsted over the years for sffecting schoo) district
boundaries were repealed and changes in the reorganization lew were extensive,

In 1957 the legislsture enacted significant reorganization legislatfon.
Chapter 275, Reorganization of School Districts, required sll county boards of
education to f{nitiate surveys end studies for the purpose of promoting teozga-
nfzation. These studies vere to be completed by July 1, 1958 and were to
concern themselves with how to better insure equsl educationsl opportunity
through the reorganization of school districts.

In 1965 this wss expanded upon dy the Sixty-first Legislature to declare
that sl sreas of the state should be in districts maintaing twvelve grades by
July 1, 1966, Fsilure cf the districts to stisch themselves to suth & district
would result ir having the county bosrd of education do this for them.

The setting of July 1, 1766 as a deadliine hss had s cricical Impact on

reorginitstion in lows as is evidenced in a decline from 984 school districts in
1965+86 to a total of &74 fa May of 1968, 435 of these 424 districts ste unifled

in R<32 districts.
25
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Kansas

In 1945 school district reorganization legislatfon was enacted creating
rounty comnittees empowered to reorganize school districts without a vote of
the local people concerned. 1In two years over 2,600 school districts were
eliminated. The major provisions Included: (1) A division of school dis-
trict reorganiration was created in the State Department of Public Instruction
which was to advise and counsel with county reorganization committees; (2)
County Committees were desfgnated and given the responsibility of making com-
prehensive studies and developing reorganization plans; (3) These plans could
be adopted and ordered put into effect by county committees without a vote of
the people, but only after public hearings were held., A 1947 amendment gave
the penple a volce in who the county committee members would be, Incidently,
as part of the state aid program under the 1945 legislation, schools enrolling
less *han 10 puplls were allowed no state aid. 1In June of 1947 the Kansas
Supreme Court held both the 1945 and 1947 -cts unconstitutfonal on the grounds
that they constituted an improper delegation of legislative power to county
communities. The 1951 legislature passed an act recodifying existing laws
relating to consolidation and other boundary changes of common scheol districts.,
It required that common school districts which had not maintained a school for
three years were to be discontinued and thelr territory attachel to operating
districts by July 1, 1951, (Three hundred and thirty-six non-operating districts
were eliminated in 1951 by annexing thefr territory to o,erating unfts,)

In 1961 new legislation was enacted embodying many of the features of the
1945 act., This teo was declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court 2# an
extenslon of the legislative power to the State Superintendent of Instruction.

in 1963 K,S.A, 72-6734 was enactnd and cc.atains the basic provisions con-
cetning reorgan.zation now found {n Kansas, The {ntent of the act is to equal-
{ze the benefits and burdens of educatfon throughout the state. All lands and
districts wust be organized {nto K-12 systems (kindergarten {s optfonal). The
entfire state was divided {nto 106 plarning units. The planning unit was to
formulate a plan for the consolidation of school districts into units having
programs 1-12, Each school district was to contain a minfmum of 400 students
unless an exceptlon was made by the State Education Department. When the plan
was unconditionally approved by the State Superintendent, elections were to
be held in the areas affected. A plan falling fn the election would be returned
to the planning committee. s

The 1963 Legislature (1963 SB# 377) also provided the first unitfcation
act that encouraged reorganitation., A district petitioning to unify could
Include territory outside its disttict boundarles., The Sta'e Superintendent
wvas tequired to attach non-high school territory to unifled districts, A
moratorium wvas placed on bullding construction in nonsunifled districts,
Approval of the State Superintendent was required., Territory could not be
transferred from a unified district to a non-unifled district,

1n 1944 Xansas had 6,573 school districts, By the fall of 1968 this number
had decreased to 330,

Rentucky
In 1908 Kentucky completely remodeled their high s¢i .ol system. The new

plan adopted at that time called for & modiffed county-tity otganfrstfonal
system., 1In the 1930"'s legislation was passed (K,R.S, 160-020) further define
ing an independent school district. It also stated that no indepeadent district
other than a city of the fitst five classes shall continue to opetate when its
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school ¢ :nsus enumeratfon of white children fell below 200 pupils. By 1943,
257 school districts existed compared to 384 in 1932,

1948 legislation (K.R.S. 160.041) outlined provisions for the merger of
an independent district with a county district based on an appeal from the
independent board to the county board. 1If this appeal faiied, it could be
submitted to the State Board of Education.

Except for the definite establishment of the county system in 1908, reor-
ganization legislation in Kentucky has been permissive. There were 200 school
districts fn 1965-66, 92 of these being fndependent districts. By the fall of
1958 this number had been reduced to 195.

Louisiana
There are sixty-four parish (county) and two city schoot systems in Loufsi-

ana. As Louisfana has operated under this basic form:t for over twenty years,
ttere has been no significant tegislation passed that has “ad an impact on
school district reorganfzation during the period of this study.

1t {s of interest to note that although the number of school districts has
remained constant over this time, there has been a reduction in the total
number of schools operating from 2,840 in 1948 to 1,885 in 1968 according to
statistics produced by the United States Office of Educaticn.

Maine
in 1944 Maine had five hundred school districts. By the fall of 1968 this

number had been reduced to three hundred and seven. During this tir. permissive
reorganization legislation was passed as well as legislation providing certain
financial fncentives to those districts willing to reorganire.

In 1947 a significant act known as the Community School District Act wvas
+assed, allowing towns to join together to operate a secondary school. (1947,
Ch. 357, Sesa 92A-92K.) There were no financfal incentives or inducements
other than that tvo or more towns might have a better secondary school {f they

Joined together.

tn 19546 (Title &4, Sudb. 77) legislation was passed directing the coonise
sfoner and State Board of Education to adjust the grouping of Supervisory Unions
within the state fnto districts containing 35-75 teachers, The commissioner
was given authority to adjust disbursements so that there vas no loss {n state
suppott as a result of this reorganiration. School committees fn the sffected

units were fnvolved in the planning of reorganized unfits.

The 1957 legislation encouraged Jdevelopments of sufff:lent sfre to provide
equal opportunity and better tax rates (Title 364, Sub. 1-B, Title 443, Sud, 2).
The State Board of Education was to develop a state plan for the creation of
efficient school adafofstrstive districts and for approving applications for
organiefag school adsminfstrative districts. One of their responsibilities vas
to evaluate the fmpact of consolidatioa on valuation per pupil fn the larger
dfstrict and make definite recommendations with respect to #n eventual unfform
sinioum Lax rate tovard the support of a foundation program of education vhen
these larger districts hsve been appropriately establirhed throughout the state.
The bas{2 criceria for new achool adeinistrative districts were: a) three
hundted pupfls, grades 9-12; b) any 912 program operating on Apeil 1, 1957
that can join with another municipality (or more) to join; ¢) any 9-12 prograa
(gteater than 30 students) that ¢sn contract with « wunicipality so that there
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be more than 300 students; contracts must be 5-20 years.

In 1957 two provisions were included in legislation which provided fin-
ancfal incentives for reorganfzation (Tftle 20, Sub. 3456 and 3457),

Chapter 511 provided that when adminfistrative districts are reorganized,
the state subsidy paid annually to each district shall be supplemented by an
addfitional 10% of that amount. These funds will be suspended unless the
district provides: a) a kindergarten through 12 program; b) one secondary
facility.

Chapter 501 stated that "to encourage the formation of larger school dis-
tricts state aid will be provided for school conscructfon, school debts (approved
prior to reorganizatfon), and Maine School Building Authority leases assumed by
the District". Any administrative unft having over 500 pupils {n grades 9-12
can qualify for the afd. Small units may qualify {f the Board decides that con-
solidation is geographically or educatfonally fmpossible. The percentage of aid
is based on average per pupil valuatfon.

Maryland
The 1963 General Ascembly enacted on elaborate statute prov.ding a county

system of public schosls throughout the state, Among other things this statute
gave Baltimors City the full power 1o establish a system of free publfc schools.
(See note: Article XI, Sec. 8, Constitutfon.) See also section 202-205 of the
Maryland Annotated Code vhich {ndicates that the Mayor and City Council shall
have full power and authority to establish a system of free public schools and
may delegate supervisory powers and control to a Board of School Commissioners
who are gfiven the responsibility of managing the schools.

For the teat of the state, educational matters affecting a county are under
control of a County Board of Education (section 3) each of which s {n turn
subjact to the bylaws and policles of the State Board of Educetion (Bernstien v,
Board of Education 245 Md. 464). Section & gives the County Boards discretionary
power to create Distyict Boards of Trustees, giving them specific powers and
dutfes necessary for dealing witl educational matters affecting a local school
house district. The princival-teacher of each such school house district 1s the
secretary of that Board of Trustees.

Section &1 deals with school consolidation. 1n this section the County
Board s given power to coasolidate schools *,,,whenever in their judgement ft
is practicadble...! However, section 86 places the following limitatfon: no new
School Attendance Area can be formed which contains less than 50 children between
the ages 6-14, nor c¢an a new dirtrict be formed {f one of the old districts
affected has, after the consolidation, less thaa $0 children ages &6-14, unless
this artangement receives the approval of the State Superintendent of Schools.
Section 93 inuicates that when sny local district has an ADA of less then 12,
the County Board closes f{t.

The education laws of Maryland have been subject to frequent redification.
However, this modification has not altered {n eny substantial minner tha bastc
county level organizational structure. Many of the changes relate to the cor-
position of the Boards of sach county and wvhicth pecple are to play dominant
toles f. the selection of boird westers. Maryland has twenty-three counties
and tweaty-four school districts.
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Massachusetts
In 1944 the state of Massachusetts had 351 school districts. By the fall

of 1968 this number had increased to 394,

In 1948 legislation was passed establishing regicnal school planning com-
mittees to study the advisability of establishing a regional school district
and how this distriet would be organfzed. The enactment also included provis-
fons outlining criteria for establishing these districts., Each town comprising
the reglonal school district was to continue recelving state ald for educat-
fonal purposes fin the amount to which it would be entitled if no such districc
had been formed; and such regional school district was entitled to receive state
aid for construction of regional schools (Laws of Massachusetts, 1949, Chapter
71.) 1In 1949 the Legislature passed Chapter 638 which provided the legal
michinery for estatlishing reglonal school districts.

This legislation was amended in both 1950 and 1967, The 1950 legislation
encouraged the formation of regional school districts by making an additional
payment of 15% of the amount to which the town would be entitled, if such
reglonal districts had not been formed (Laws of Mass., 1950, Chapter 774).

In 1967 an act was passed groviding for the payment of state aid to certain
citfes and towns which were membars of a reglonal school district. Regional
school districts were to recefve state aids for the construction of reglonal
schoolx, Each town was to recelve such state aid for educational purposes as
{t would be entitled to recefve {f such districts had not been formed. In
addition to such state aid, the state treasurer was to pay arrually to each
town in a regfona! school dfstrict an amount equal to 15% of the amount of
school aid (Laws of Miss, 1367, Chapter 279).

Michigan

Fot many years the trend in school reorganization fn Michigan has been
toward the establishment of twelve-grade community type districts., 1In {932
there were almost 7,000 schoal districts in the state but this rumber had
decroassed to a 1ittle over 5,000 by the year 1948.

In 1949 tegislation was enacted providing for the establishment of atrea
study cocmittees for the purposc of conducting stuiles of educational condi-
tions and needs within specified sreas and tecosmending changes i{n school
district organizatfon. Formition of these study comittecs was to be entfrely
optional and whoily dependent upon local {nitistive., Moreover, when commtttees
vere ¢atabiished, they were mot tequired to develop reorganization proposais
and submit thea to the voters, 1In other wotds, legislation d{d not go beyond
providing A eesns for study of redistricting problems. By 1954 there were xtill
over &,300 school districts fa Michigan,

In 1955 the Nichigan legislature enacted several prorisions pertaiving to
teorgunieation. P.A, 1955, No. 26l, Sec. 40, stated that c¢ny two of eore school
districts except districts of the first and second class, having seventy-five
ot mote children between the ages of five and twenty years, could consolidate.

Section 402 of the same 1aw discusses hos the vot: rs {10 ot more of each
district) can petitfor for coasotidation proceedfngs.

P.A, 1955, No. 289, Sec. &)1 provided for an snnexation of one district to
another by & majority vote of the electors of the district dbelng annexed. Sce+
tion 480 of the ssoe act gave noacoperating districts watil July 1, 1956 to
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efther attach ftself to one or more operating districts or reopen and operate
its own school. Mfchigan law li{mits the frequency that a vote on consolida-
tion can take place., Any vote on consolfdatfon or annexatfon cannot be sub-
mitted more than once {n sfx months unless requested for in a petitfon signed
Ly 50% of the electors (P.,A, 1955, No., 269, Sec. 511.)

P.A. 1955, No. 269, Sec., 461, states that transfer of land from one dis-
trict to another may be effected by a resolution of the board of the district
whose boundarfes will be changed or when a petftioa sigaed by two-thirds of
the district's voters is presented, If the amount of land which is to be
detached exceeds more than 10% of the taxable valuatifon, an afffrmative vote
must be given by the majority of voters in the district from which the land
is detached.

Act 289, Publfc Acts of 1364, assigned responsibility for developing plans
for fmproved school district organization to the county. Under this legisla-
tion, reorginization studies were made mandatory., The {intent of these studies
was not only to incorporate all non-high school districts fnto existent K-12
programs, but also to combine effectively any existing small K-12 districts
fnto units capable of offering a comprehensive educational p.ogram through the
twelfth grade.

In 1968 the Mfchigan legislature enacted legislation which would supply
financial assistance for {nsolvent school districts. (P.A. 1988, No. 132.)
The act {8 "to provide for emergency financfal assistance for fnsolvent dis-
tricts; to prescribe certain duties and powvers of the fntermediate board of
2ducation {n connection therevith; to preovide for reorganization of such school
districts; to provide for tha contf{nuante of the state committee on reorganfza-
tion of school districts”. 1If upon application for an emergency loan, a board
of education certiffes that the school district will not be able to balarce its
budget, the district shall be reorganized by the state board of educatfon follow-
fng recommendation by the state coomittee on reorganfeation of school districts,
In the fall of 1968 Michigan had 668 school districts.

Kinnesota

Tha reduction {n the number of school districts f{n Minnesota has been a
slow but steady process, 1In 1943-44 the state had a total of 7,681 school
districts, By 1955-56 the number had been reduced to 3,633 and by Juna of
1969 had fallen below 1,000 for the first time.

in 1947 the legfslature, in an attempt to enctcurage c.nsolidation, passed
a statute providing for the establishment of county survey coemittees. Their
putpose was to study the school districts and uncrganized territery of the
county for the purpose of recommending desfrsble reorganieation., 1n addition
to studying ways to provide ‘or a more efficient and economical basis for egual-
f12ing educational opjortunity, these committeas vere to assemble and keep
pertinent data relating to the same. Communication was to be estadlished
betwren school authorfties and citivens in the county. (1947, C 741, p. 562).

The 1947 legislsture also provided for the establishment of the State
Advisory Coemission. The purpose of this coumittee was to formulate aims,
goals, principles, and procedures of public scheol organiratfon in Minnesota.
The comnission wss to teviev the retommendations of the county school sutvey
comaittees snd report {ts recommendations to the legislature. Any action
recommended by the county and state survey committees had to be approved by
the voters of the distrlct, (1947, €. 421, p. &34.)
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The 1951 session of the state legislature provided for the dissolution
of some "closed" school districts, The law basically stated that any sctool
district that has not held school for two years could be dissolved by the
board of county commissfoners on thelr own motion, or on a petition signed
by a majority of the voters, or a majority vote at a legal meeting of *h2
electora of the dfstrict {f these majorfties favorad dissclutfon. (1951 C
106, p. 1250.)

The 1963 legislature enacted a statute to bring about the dissolution of
most remaining closed school districts. The statute provlded with only mlnor
exceptions that any organfred school district not mafntaining a classified
school efter July 1, 1965, shall be dissolved as of the date such ceases to
maintain & classified school. (1963, C 547 S 3, p. 802.)

In 1967 the legislature moved to nasten the elimination of all districts
not maintaining classified secondary 'high) schnols. The provision stated
that after July 1, 1971, all areas of the state must be included in an {nde-
pendent or specisl school district maintaining classified elementary and
secondary schools, gredes one through twelve. (1967, € 833, Sec. 1.) Any
action {n which the sttachment of territory has not been completed by July 1,
1971, shall be subject to attazhment orders of the commissfoner with the
approval of the state board of educatfon,

NMississippi .-
The state of Misstssippi has twvo besic types of governing bodies for the

regulation of schools. The county boscd of education has jurisdiction over all
schools wlthin the county except the tmunicipal separate school systems which
are controlled by s board of trusteis. The bssic school code was establfished
tn 1942, Within the past tvo decedes, the Extraordinary Session of 1953 esta-
blished the current measures for the alteratisn, consolidation, and sbolition
of school districts. The basis for authority for the creation and reconstitu~
tioa of achool districts {s Section 6328-01 of 1953,

Under Section 6274-06, the county board of education was granted full
jurisdiction, power and suthority st any regular or speciel meeting to change,
alter, or abolish any existing district of su‘h county other than the sunicipal
separate sche~” _fstrict. la addition,they could, with the consent of the board
of truster- i the suniclipal separate sthool district, add any part of the county
adjointng the same. It also could, with the consent of the municipal trustees,
detach part of the municipal systea and add it to the county system. This can
be done without petition, but a notice must be published of the action. 1f 20%
of the legal residents of the affected area petition, ft wuat come up for elec-
tion. 1f no petittion is filed, ft becomes final. Once a change has been made
there 1s 0o recourse, 1f the voters turn down the proposed change, no effort
can be made for the proposed change for two years,

Under provisions of Section 6274-08 of the 195) code, the county superin-
tendent of education was to setve as superintendent of any county-wide districts
established,

Provision under 6411-0) for the additfon of territory to the sunicipal
separate school districts allovs this distriet to add territory to its bound-
aries by agreement of the county bosrd and the trustees of the municipal
separate school district. The annexation {s subject to approval of the state
Finsnte Cormission,
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A cunicipal separate school district may be abolished upon the majority
vote of the legal voters of the district. A special election for this purpose
can be obtained by a petftion of no less than 25% of the legal voters of that
district (1953, 6411-04). 1If the corporate 1imits of any municipality are
extended 80 as to include whole or part of an adjoining territory, that terri-
tory automatically “ecomes part of the municipal separate school district.

The 1953 legislation wa) mandatory {n nature. A1l districts had to be
reorganized by 1957 or lose state afd. From 1952 through 1969 therc has been
a decrease {n over 1800 scheol districts to a present figure of 149.

Missourd
The General Assembly has accepted responsibility for public education in

the state of Missouri and has enacted legislation for the creatfon and alter-
ation of school districts. Under the present laws of Misscuri, there are three
major methoda by which school districts may be eatablished or enlarged: (1))
reorganfration, (2) consolidation, and (3) annexation.

The School District Feorganization Law of 1948 gave major impetus to reduc-
ing the number of school districts. A summary of its major features follows:

1. A county board was created in each county of the state by
September of 1948,

2. The county board was to complete a study of the school
districts {n its county within six months and present to
the state board of education for approval a yproposed plan
of district reorganization on or before May 1, 1949,

3. 1f the plan were approved by the state board, the county
bosrd would submit the proposed plan of districts to the
voters within sixty daya. For a proposed district to be
adopted a majority of all the votes cast within the dis-
trict was requited,

4, As an incentive any newly reorpganized district was entitled
to $25,000 gtate building ald on a matching basls to con-
stroct new buildings ne2eded as a cesult of the reorganiszation.
In 1951 the law was amended to increase this aid not to exceed
$50,000.

5. A proposed reorganized district could not be formed with less
than $500,000 assessed valuation or fewer than 100 pupils in
average daily attendance for :he preceding year. 1n 1955 this
vas seended to require a proposed district to contain not less
than 100 square miles of land area or fewer than 200 pupils in
ADA. (1967 Cum, Sup. 1563, Sect. 182.121),

The School District Reorganization Law, wvhich remains in effect in essen-
t{ally {ts original form, had a tremendcus {mmediate impact upon school district

organiration. The nunber of school dietricts dropped from 8,422 on June 30, 1948

to 4,523 four years later. As of the fall of 19568 there were 783 districts.

Senate 8{11 No. 187 as enacted by the 25tk Ceneral Assendly went into effect
August 25, 1969, The lav makes 1t mandatory for all common (3:direct.r) elece
entary diatricts to mwerge with six-director districts within three years fron
;he effective date of the Act, This will effect 142 three-directotr elementary

fstricts,
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Montana

In 1944 Montana had 1800 school districts., By the fall of 1968 this
figure had been reduced to 758, Although there has been no legislation passcd
encouraging school district reorgenization through the use of incentive aids,

permissive legfslation existas which establishes the process for bringing about
reorganization,

Statute 75-1802 provides for the classification of districts {nto three
classes, All districts having a population of 8,000 or more shall bdbe dis-
tricts of the first class, All districts aaving a porulation of more than
1,000 but less than 8,000 shall be districts of the second class, and all
districts having a population of less than 1,000 shall be of the third class.
This act also provided for the number of trustees for each class of districts
and how the classification will change as the population changes., (L., 1963).

Statute 75-1805 dezls with the creatfon of new districts out of other
districts and with changing district boundaries. Basically ft states that a
new school district may be created out of portions of one or more existing
school districts where the taxable valuation of property remaining {n each
district from which territory is taken i{s not reduced below $75,000.00 and
wvhere the number of census children between the ages of sfix and sixteen ye.rs
is not reduced below fifteen., Methods for petitioning this organizationsl
change ate given. The taxable valuation of the new district must not be less
than §75,000,00. This minimum taxable valuatfon of the proposed new district
shall not apply where such proposed district contafns at ieast 50,000 acres
of non-taxable Indfan land. (L 1965.)

Statute 751813 enacted in 1967 deals with consolidated districts, pro-
cedure in event of consclidation, annexation, and bonded debts. Any two ot
mote school districts in Montara lying in one county may be consolidated,
efther by the formation of a district by consolidatfon, or by annexatfon of
ote or more districts. This may be done upon the request of the board of
trustees {n the tvo or more districts or a petition {nitisted by 20% of the
quaifffed electors. Both actions are followed by s vote of the electors.

Statute 75-181C enacted In 1969 states that when a pev school distrfct
shall be forwed as provided in section 75-1805, the bonded indebtedness of
any school district or portfon of school district affected by such bonds were
issued and shall b2 paid for out of levies made against said orfginal territory.
When a new school district shall be formed as provided {n section 75-1813, the
bonded indebtedress of any school district affected by such consolidation or
annexatfion shall becone the indebtedness and obligation of the consoltdated
disteict and te paid by levies {mposad uvon the property therein. Provisions
for consolidating districts in two or more counties are basically the ssme as
above and 1te found in Statute 75-1813.1, 1967,

Rebraska

In 1944 Nebraska had 7,021 school districts. By the fall of 1968 this
auaber had decreased to 1,992, During this period of tipe Permissive legis-
latfon set up the machinery for changing district boundaries, adolishing
districts, reorganizatfon of districts, and cissolutfon of districts,

In 1949 major reotganieation legislation »as passed (sections 79-426,01
to 79-426.17). This legislation wvas of a persissive nature and included no
financtal Incentives. One of the main features of the act was the creatfon
of state and county school district reorgantezation coewmittees. County
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cermittees were required to consider reorganization procedures and plans sub-
mitted to them by the state committee but were not required to develop or
adopt any of these plans. If the county committee decided to go along with
the state commfttee's recommendations, the legislation established procedures
for public hearings and elections.

In 1965 Statute 79-426.23 was enacted to permit twenty-five percent of
the legal voters of Class I or II schools to petition for the dissolution of
their schcol district (Class I schools maintain only elementary grades under
the direction of a single board, and Class II school districts have a pop-
ulation of 1,000 people or less but maintain both elementary and high school
grades under the direction of a single board)., This petition is filed with
the county committee for reorganization which has jurisdiction over the
district. The majority of board members of the Class II, III, IV, or V dis-
tricts o which the merger is propored must approve of the merger. 1f both
the state and county committees then approve, it {s returned to the voters
of the Class I or Class II cistricts for majority approval,

Newvada

As of 1947 Nevada had a fairly complex organization of school districts.
There were six basic types: (1) school district, (2) joint school district,
(3) union school district, (4) consolidated school district, (5) educational
district, and (6) rural school district. The board of county comm{ssioners
had authority over boundary changes, approval of joint school districts and
creation uf new districts from unorganized territory.

In 1949 reorganization legislation was passed providing for the discontin-
vance of a district high school {f attendance dropped below eight resident
students. July 1, 1951 was set as the effective date (Statutes of Nevada,
Chapter 229, 1949).

1951 legislation changed the original discontinuance date to July 1, 1953
and provided for the annexation of unorganized territory to an organized dis-
trict. Previcus to this there were only provisions for creation of a new
district from unorganized territory (Statutes of Nevada, Chapter 150, 1951.)

A 1953 statute provided for withdrawal from a consolidated district for
the purpose of forming a new district and also changed the petition procedure
for annexation (Statutes of Nevada, Chapter 6%, 1953).

1956 legislation provided for a major revision in Nevada's school distri
organization (Nevada Revised Statutes, 1967, Chapters 386.010 to 386,100). i
school districts of the state were to be of two kinds; (a) county school dis-
tricts, (b) joint school districts. County school systems were to be contiy
to county boundaries. Joint school districts, composed of all the territory
two or more contiguous county school districts were provided for. The act
provided for the dissolution of existing school districts and the transfer o
all functions to the county districts as of March 2, 1956,

Nevada has seventeen counties and seventeen school districts.

I,

New Hampshire
In 1944 New Hampshire had 240 school districts. By the fall of 1968 ti

figure had reduced itseli to 173. This has been accomplished by permissive
legislation encouraging districts to form either cooperative or area distri-
as well as legislation providing for certain financial incentives.
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In 1947 New Hampshire passed legfslation stating that a cooperative school
district was entitled to the shares of aid to which the pupils attending the
cooperative district would have entitled rhe pre-existing districts, had they
remained in the preexisting districts (N,H,S., 195:15).

In 1955 (N.H.S,, 195:1532 and 15b) legislation was enacted that provided for
state bullding aid for those cooperating districts formed from two or more dis-
tricts fron two or more towns, but not for cooperating districts formed from
two or more districts in one town unless this organization took place before
July 1, 1955.

N,H.S., 195:15b provided for the amount of state aid for cooperative dis-
tricts to be forty percent plus five percent for each preexisting district in
excess of two and each sending district in excess of one, providing it didn't
exceed fifty-five percent of the annual payment of principal. This was opposed
to thirty percent for other districts. Districts constructing an educational
administration bullding received forty percent for the cost of that building
and thirty perceant for their othcr construction costs.

In 1963 the legislature directed the state board of education to prepare
and publish a plan subdividing the state into suggested cooperative school
districts (N,H.S,, 195:2). Tt also offered financial incentives to receiving
and sending districts which undertook the obligations of an area school.

The 1963 legislature also provided incentive aid to preexisting districts
which were willing to undertake the obligations of a cooperative district.
The state board was to pay annually to each cooperative school district sums
in accordance with the following schedule: for each pupil from a preexisting
district who attends a cooperative school located in another preexisting dis-
trict in average daily membership in the preceding school year, in a coopera-
tive elementary school, $45; in a cooperative junior high or equivalent program,
$60; and in a cooperative high school, $75. (RSA 195-18).

In 1967 the legislature provided additional financial incentive to cooper-
ative school districts in the form of school building afd. (RSA 198: Sec.
15 a-g). Schoel districts which have not been reorganized as cooperative dis-
tricts are entitled to 30 percent of the annual payment on principal. No
allowance is made for the payment of interest. Cooperative school districts
are entitled to an amount ranging from 40 percent to 55 percent of the annual
principal payment, depending on the number of preexisting districts which have
been combined into the cooperative district.

New Jersey
The type of legislation in New Jersey pertaining to school district reor-

ganization has resulted in a slight increase in the number of school districts
in the state rather than a general decrease which is common in most states.

In 1944 the number of school districts was 563, By 1968 this figure had
increased to 568,

Back in 1903 legislation was firs: passed in New Jersey establishing the
union-graded school district or a regional board of education. (1903 2nd Sp.
Sess., C 1, p. 5). For over fifty years this early legislation remained
basfcally the same.
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1955 legislation gave specific guidelines for enlarging a school district.
The amended law included the State Commissioner of Education in the study and
investigation nf district reorganization, This legislation also set up voting
procedures. (R,S, 18:8-3, ¢, 159, par. 3). :

In 1960, an act was passed authorizlng the creation of certain regional
school districts. (R,S., 18:8-26). This e¢nabling legislation stated that the
board of education of a consolidated school district or of two or more school
boards and the State Commissioner of Education could call and conduct a
special election for creation of a regional school district. They were also
responsible for indicating whether the monies to be rafsed for support of this
new district were to be apportioned on apportionment valuation or on average
daily enrollment of pupils. Also included was a proposal for the authoriza-
tion of school bonds for the new district.

Part of the explanation for the increase in school districts is due to
the fact that although New Jersey has fifty-six regional districts, only
eight are K~12. The other combinations are generally regional secondary
districts which do not necessarily encourage the consoli{dation of the state's
elementary districts.

Reorganization in tlie state is not discouraged by the state aid founda-
tion program as apportionment of funds are adjusted according to reorganization,
(18A 58-17). All districts are entitled to monies from the minimum aid fund if
they provide schcol facilities for at least 180 days and conform to all rules
and regulations formulated by the State Commissioner or the State Board of
Education,

New Mexico

In a twenty year period from 1948 to 1968 the number of school districts
in New Mexico has been reduced from 530 to 89, 1In 1941 a law was passed
setting up a procedure for annual surveys by the state board of education for
the purpose of determining the feasibility of making consolidation so as to
effect the greatest possible economies and so that proper educational facil-
ities could be furnished to all the school children of the state.

In 1955, legislation was passed giving power to county boards of educa-
tion to determine by resolution that standards of education and substantial
economies could be improved by consolidation of two or more rural school
districts i{n the county. This resolution was submitted to the state board
of education and if the board determined that standarcs could be improved,
and economies actually achieved, the board could order the consolidation of
such districts (Laws of New Mexico, Chapter 74, 1955).

In 1959 {(Chapter 357, 1959), state school reorganization survey com-
mittees were created to conduct necessary studies and surveys of each possible
school district reorganization to determine recommendations for reorganiza-
tion, and make reports of them to the state board of education.

In 1965 a major provision was enacted providing for reorganization of
rural school districts in the state (Chapter 30, 1965). Each county board
was to prepare a plan for its administrative reorganization to combine it
with an existing adjacent municipal or independent administrative unit or
units. This plan was to be submitted to the state board of education on
or before June 30, 1965 for approval. Should the revised plan have been
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disapproved, or if the county board refused to submit a plan, the state board
was to have effected the administrative reorganization of the county System
by combining its units with existing adjacent municipal units or by a new
independent district to become effective not later than September 1, 1965.

In 1967, Laws of New Mexico, Chapter 16, 77-3-1 through 77-3-B all deal
with reorganization. The pertinent features included a statement that every
public school was to be located within the geographical boundaries of a school
discrict. It also provided for the creatfon of new districts within existing
school districts upon receipt of and eccording to a resolution requesting such
creatfon to the state board of education by the local school board of the
existing school district. The existing district and new district to be created
must have a minimum of 500 pupils each and both districts must maintain high
schools unless an exception is granted by the state board of education.

New York

While the administration of schools and the formulation of general pol-
{cies have been centralized in the State Educatfon Department and substantial
aid has been grarted and apportioned through action of the legistature, the
immed{ate control and operation of the schools of New York have to a large
extent been vested in the localities.

The first common school districts were laid out under the law of 1812,
The law not only provided for the original school district system and the
creation of additional school districts as new counties were formed, but also
provided for the consolidation of school districts thus created., In 1853 a
specific enactment known as the Union Free School Law provided for the merging
of two or more adjoining districts. In 1925 a more efficient law entitled the
Central Rural School Act was passed which provided that in addition to the
apportionments granted to union free schools, central school districts were
given special apportionments, including all the quotas to vhich the separate
constituent districts would have been entitled, and were aided by the state
in erecting, enlarging, and vemodeling their buildings and in transporting
pupils,

This central district law forms the basis for school district reorganiza-
tion, with some modifications, that exists in the state today. Basically, it
follows a permissive pattern authorizing the commissioner of education to lay
out the proposed boundaries of a new district. From that point, the voters
in the proposed area may take the necessary steps to vote on the proposal.

Although the law gives the commissicner discretionary authority to set
up a proposed central district, he has by policy required the districts
desiring to reorganize to so indicate. The established policy is that before
the commissioner will act, the petitions must indicate widespread support in
both the centers of population and areas outside of these centers.

The Bureau of Rural Administrative Services of the state department of
education studies the proposed cemtral area to determine whether it meets
approved criteria of sfze, extent of educational potentialities, and other
characteristics. 1If the Bureau finds that the district meets standards and
that the petitions exprese the true sentiments of the voters, the commissioner
may issue an order layling out the central distvict., Aftexr the order has been
issued and posted, the law requires petitions requestinp the commissioner to
call a meeting so that a vote may be taken to determine whether the central
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district shall be organized. 1If the petitions are in order, the commissioner
calls an election. A favorable majority of the total votes cast {s necessary
to establish the new central district.

In 1346 a joint legislative committee on the state education system
presented a master plan for the reorganization of school districts. This
master plan was to gulde the commissioner of education in laying out new
central districts when voters of uncentralized areas expressed a desire
for reorganization.

In 1948 the legislature passed the Intermedfate District Law. Under this
act, a sufficient group of central and union free districts could combine to
provide to all of the schools of the area those kinds of educational services
that the individual districts could not provide. A provision of this law made
it possible for each supervisory district, later tWwo or more contiguous super-
visory districts, to form a Board of Cooperative Educational Services to
provide services to the local districts. These boards received state aid and
generally had the power granted intermediate districts except that they could
not levy taxes or own real property.

New York is one state that has offered substantial financial incentives
for recrganization of school districts. Enlarged City School Districts were
encouraged by both the 1952 and 1956 legislature. In 1952 Chapter 810 was
amended by Section 1533 which empowered the Commissioner of Education to create
enlarged ci{ty school districts by consolidation of city school districts of
cities having less than 125,000 inhabitants. Although the initiative could
be taken by the Commissioner, a majority of the voters of the areas to be con-
solidated had to agree and the local boards of education had to consent., 1If
the consolidation was approved and in order to assure that the new district
would provide at the very least equivaleni services to the districts as they
existed before consolidation, an annual apportionment of money in addition to
the regular apportionment allotted a school district was to be given to the
newly formed district. In 1956 the legislature in Chapter 7.8, Section 3602,
Sub. 9, increased the apportioned amount substituting formulas based upon
greatly increased full valuation of property. This same section today, (1968-
1969) which sets forth the state's general aid program, requires that in order
to participate, the district must employ eight or more teachers. It must levy
taxes (real property and non-property) equivalent to the higher of the follow-
ing: a tax rate of $11 per $1,000 of actual valuation; a tax rate equivalent
to the rate required to meet the local share in the district of average wealth
at operating expenditure levels between $678 and $760 per W.A,D,A, The maximum
required rate is $12.34. Building afd is not paid to districts scheduled for
reorganization unless the aid will not impede reorganization.

AT e W a1 A NS RA

In 1947 Chapter 859 was amended to empower the Commissioner to make new
central school districts or annex to existing central school districts,
territory not contained within a city school district in a city having a
population of more than 5,000 inhabitants. Any new central school district
organ:2d under this article was to receive from the time of {ts organization
from tre state the same quotas and apportiooments which a union free school
dis.~ict was entitled to receive. In addition all qQuotas were to be apportioned
to the central district under the same conditions as though such a district
had wot been created and as though a school had been maintained in each of such
districts within the central districc. If this district had been created out
of territory consisting of two or more existing central school districts, such
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new central school district was entitled to reccive the same apportionments as
it would have recefved had all the districts {ncluded In the two or more exist-
ing central districts been originally lafd cut and organized as a central school
district, Chapter 890 passed the same year provided that there shall also be an
amount paid to each central district containing a school district that continues
to exist after becoming a part of a ceutral school district for the purpose of
paying any outstanding indebtedness of such school district, {ncluding interest,
less three mills on each dollar of actual valuation of the taxable property in
such existing district.

Although buiflding afds of on¢ klnd or another had existed for central
school districts since the 1920's, the 1956 legislature set forth a new enact-
ment that related to the apportionment of public monies to central school
districts, especially the building guotas. (Chapter 720, 1806). Any central
district which was organized was to receive an apportionment to be known as a
building quota. What distinquished this from other previous building quotas
was the means of calculating the "cefling" cost on the basis of pupil enroll-
ment which resulted in a substantial inceative, Adjuscments were provided for
trends in school population and the paying off of previous bonded indebtedness.
in 1962, Chapter 616, Sec, !, provided that no new schoolhouse was to there-
after be erected, repaired, enlarged or remodeled in any school district except
in a city school district in a city having 700,000 inhabitants or more, at an
expense that was to exceed $10,000 until the plans had been submitted to the
commissioner of educaticn for his approval.

The last major rcorganization legislation passed in the state of New York
was in 1965 and pertained to "Reorganized School Districts: City, Central, or
Unicn Free." Chapter 745 amended the education law to keep current the state
plan for school district rcorganization and adjusted appropriations accordingly.
It limited the continuance of school districts not maintaining home schools.

It also liwited continuance of certain contract systems by school districts not
maintaining home high schouls. It also established a procedure for granting
state aid for school building purposes to school districts scheduled for reor-
ganizatica and granted additional state aid to certain school districts after
reorganization.

The nearly 3% million public school children in New York State are dis-
tributed over a total of 749 school districts. Some do not operate schools at
all while some operate elementary grades only. Over one-half of the districts
enroll fewer than 1200 pupils. Surprisingly, the New York City Metropolitan
Counties account for 60% of the districts having no high schools.

North Carolina
North Carolina's school district organization is centered around the

county administrative unit. The state board of education and the county
boards have a great deal of control over the number of districts that operate
within each county.

Article 9, Section 3 of the Constitution of North Carolina states that
each county of the state shall be divided into a convenient number of districts.
Within the district one or more public schools must be maintained at least six
months every year. The county is an administrative unit of the state., The
county boards of education are given power to create, divide, abolish, and con-
solidate school attendance areas in accordance with a2 county wide plan. This
same article gave the power to the state board of education for the divisfon
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of the state {nto a convenient number of school districts,

In 1955 the state legislature more clearly defined the process for
creation and modification of school districts by the state board of educa-
tion. (1955, Ch. 1372, Art. 8, S. 1 and ch. 432.) Section 115-74 provided
for encouragement to city administrative units to consolidate with county
units by allowing for the Indebtedness of the city unit to be assumed by the
county unit.

Section 115-76 of the 1955 legislation gave the county boards of educa-
tion the power and authority to consolidate schools located in the same
district, and with the state board of education, to consolidote school dis-
tricts or other school areas over which the board has full coutrol, whenever
and wherever {n its judgement the consolidation will better serve the educa-
tional interests of the county or any part of it. The state board was to see
to it that high schools would not operate with an average daily attendance of
less than sixty pupils unless geographic or other conditions made it impractical
to provide for the students in ancther way. Specific guidelines were outlined
for the board which emphasized a concern for pupil and community needs (i.e.
inconveniences resulting to students, importance of such school to the people
of tiie community and their interest and support of the school).

In 1948 North Carolina had 172 school districts. 1In 1968 this number
had decreased to 157.

A North Carolina State Board of Educatioa Policy to be effective for con-
solidations occurring on or after January 1, 1959 states that in the eveut of
consolidation of two or more administrative units into one administrative urnit,
the General Control allotment and the allotment of supervisors from the state
Nine Months School Fund to the consolidated unit shall not be less than the
General Control allotment of supervisors to the separate units for the first
and second full fiscal years of the consolidation.

North Dakota

Compared with other more densely populated Midwestern states, North
Dakota has never had a very lacge number of school districts, but the great
majority have been small in terms of pupil enrollment. 1In 1944 there were
2,274 school districts. By the fall of 1968 this number had decreased to
451.

Ir 1947 a comprehensive school district reorganization law was enacted,
containing favorable provisions for organizing and conducting a statewide
redistricting program. The legislation provided for the establishment of the
Committee on School District Reorganization with the State Superintendent of
Instruction a8 one of its members, This committee had the duty of appointing
a state reorganization director; distributing funds appropriated for carrying
on the reorganization program; assisting county committees; to examine, and
either approve or disapprove, reorganization plans submitted by county com-
mittees; and to appoint county reorganization committees where they had not
been appointed. The act also set up county reorganization committzed which
within nine months were required to make a comprehensive study of the school
districts in the county, and within one-half year was to prepare a comprehen-
sive reorganization plan to be submitted to the state committee for approval.
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A 1949 smendment specified that when a part of an existing district was
ideluded in a reorganization and the remaining portion had an assessed valua-

tion of less than $100,000 for each teacher employed, that porticy was to be
annexed to an adjacent district.

A 1951 smendment changed the method of ratification of a redtgsnization by
the people, requiring a favorable majority vote in each district included in
the proposed reorganization. The 1951 legislature also abolished the Committee
on School District Reorganization and placed the responsibility for reorganiza-
tion in the hands of the state superintendent, setting certain requirements
that made his task more difficult. It is probable that the change in voting
procedures and the abolishing of the committie had a detering effect on reor~
ganization, for between 1951 and 1957 there was an average drop of twenty-five

districts a year compsred to a drop between the three years of 1948-51 of over
eighty districts,

In 1957 the legislature passed the North Dakota School District Reorganiza-
tion Act. Crhapter 15-22-1 stated that the County Superintendent was to notify
the Board of County Commissioner when any scho.i district in the county had had
its assessed valuation reduced to an amount which would no longer enable the
district to raise the funds necessary to carry on normal school operation. Dis-
solution of the district was to follow with attachment to an adjacent district.

Chapter 15-53-01 was specifically entitled an “Act to provide for the reor-
garization of school districts." 1Its purpose was the formatizn of mew school
districts and the alteration of the boundaries of established school districts
in order to provide a more nearly equalized educational opportunity for pupils
of the common schoola, a high degree of uniformity of tax rate among districts,
and a wiser use of public funds expended for the support of common school systems.
Among other things it named the state board of public school education as the
state committee school district reorganization. The act contained many simtlar~
ities to the 1947 legislation but was more specific f{n defining the cowprehensive~
ness of county studies. The act left the final shape of the reorganization in
the hands of the people in the affected districts and left the technical phases
in the hands of the county committees and state board.

One section of the legislation, 15-53-09, provides for continuance of
elementary schools in reorganized districts with as few as six children,
provided that they live within 2% miles of the schceul building and the parents

of these children present a written request. Such a provision, it would seem,
does not encourage reorganization. .

North Dakota has very permissive reorgasfzation legistation but between

1957 and 1968 thie legislation resulted in a decrease of over 1500 school
districts.

Ohio

Originally Ohio laws provided for six types of school districts: 1) city,
2) local, 3) exempted village, 4) county, 5) joint high school and 6) joint
vocational achool districts. 1In 1943-44 there were 1,605 school districts.

In 1943 laws were passed stating that no new village school districts were

to be created and any existing village district falling below 3,000 population
was to become a part of the county school district. (3311.04-3311.10),
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This same law provided that populations in excess of 3,000 could exempt them-
selvas from county district control 1if the majority of the full local board
voted to do so. This was later revised to include only those districts able
to classify themselves as city districts (3311.34).

Ohio statutes deating directly with consolidation all have effective dates
after 1953 and divide into two categories: 'transfer of territory" and "crea-
tion of new districts."

Statutes written in terms of transfer of territory involve one district
surrendering its identity to another already existing diastrict. 1In the case
of local districts (3311.22 and one local to another local and 3311.231, local
district to city or exempt village district), initiative may he taken either
by the county board or upon petition signed by 55% of electors of the district.
When proposed by the county board, 30 days public nrotice must be given during
which time a rajority of voters in affected territory may petition a referendum.
When placed on the ballot, approval of transfers requires a simple majority of
those voting on the issue, 3311,24 stipulates procedures for transfers of city or
exempted village districta. These transfers are inftiated by petfition of 75% of
the electors in the territory to be transferred. All transfers of tervitory are
subject to acceptance by a majority of the full board of the receiving district.

On January 1, 1955 the legislature created its first state board of educa~
tiou, The State Board, through the State Department of Educatfon, has exerted
considerable influence in the reorganization of school districts in Ohio by
formulating and adonting certain policies.

The trend toward greater initiative from the state department is evidenced
in section 3311.38 (effective 7-28-59), authorizing the state board to implement
stud.es of districts to document needs for transferring territory. With the
evidence fron these studies the state board may adopt resolutions of transfers
and present their case to the electors of the involved territory. The resolu-
tion of t.ansfer will be placed on the next ballot of a general or primary
election and a simple majority of those voting on the issue will either carrv
or reject the resolution. 3311.38 further evidences increased state department
involvement due to a subsequent amendment (effective 8-8-67) which authorized the
state board to direct the state superintendent to make the necessary studies and
recommendations for transfer of territories.

Statutes establishing prozedures for creating new districts in contrast
to transfer statutes do not provide any real means for local initiative.
3311.26 authorizes county boards to propose combining existing local districts
into a new district. 1In coucession to the local level the referendum may be
called with only 35% of electors in the affected districts petitioning.
3311.37 authorizes the state board to propose combining of districts of any
types after appropriate studies and place the question of creating a new dis~
trict on the ballot in the affected districts. In both situations simple
majority of those voting on the proposal carries the question. One of Ohio's
statutes 1s directed toward creation of new districts. 3311.28 requires that
all districts created after 10-2-53 wust have 1-12 programs.

1967 legislation provided that in the paying of state aid to dist:sficts
created under sections 3311.26 or 3311.27, the amount paid shall not be less
in any of the three succeeding fiscal years following the creation, than the
sum of the amounts allocated under Chapter 3317 of the Revised Code to the
districts separately in the year of the creation. This same rule 18 to apply
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in thte case of a school district which I{s transferred to another district or
districts. (1967, 3317.04).

Other legislation in Ohio having some impact on school district reorganiza-
tion is Section 3301.16, which authorized the state board of education to revoke
the charter of any school district which fails to meet the standards prescribed
by the board. Following revocation the state board may dissolve the district
and transfer its territory to one or more adjacent districts. Although not having
such a direct impact, Section 113.04 requires the approval of the state board of
education for a local district to increase its net indebtedness beyond six per-
cent of the value of property assessed for taxation. Such authority may possibly
tend to discourage a district from perpetuating gn inadequate size unit.

Chapter 3318, Revised Code, establishes eligibility of school districts for
state building assistance. Appropriated funds are made available to districts
on a priorities system established by the state board of education in accordance
with the law. One factor included in establishing priority is that the enroll-
ment in grade 9-12 is inclusive or is projected to be, 500 students.

In twenty years Ohio through the use of generally permissive legislation
with a few minimum financifal incentives has decreased its number of school dis-
tricts by over 50%. 1In the fall of 1968 the state had 653 school districts.
Effective July 1, 1968 all schiool districts were to maintain instruction in
grades 1-12 inclusive except with the approval of the state board. As of Sept-
ember 9, 1962 only five of 639 districts provide only elementary instruction.

Oklahoma

Prior to 1949 there is little record of legislation in Oklahoma which might
have effected the decrease, since that time, in the number of school districts.
1948-2712 districts. 1968-729 districts., A 1943 law did provide that only an
entire school district could be annexed to another district. (Laws of 1943,
p. 208-210, par. 1-10, 12).

In 1949 the legislature passed a law providing that territory comprising
all or part of a school district may be annexed to an adjacent district or
to two or more such districts. This provision provided for greater flexibility
and opportunities for the formation of new and larger districts. There was also
built into the law a provision for an appeal in a relatively short period of time
by a minority (25%) of the eligible school district electors. (Laws of 1949,
p. 545, art. 7, par. 1).

The 1949 law also provided for the elimination of non-operating school
districts. This i{s mandatory legislation which provided that a dJdistrict not
matintaining a school within the district for two consecutive years prior to
July 1, 1949 or had a legal average daily attendance of less than thirteen
children was disorganized and annexed to a district or districts maintaining
transportation within the area. The same would hold true for districts reach-
ing that status after July 1, 1949, This €igure was changed to 20 ADA in 1968.

This sanz legislation roquired that an annexed district or part of a dis-
trict, whether volunatry or not, was to assume their full share of all legal
bonded indebtedness to which they are or were annexed. This was a change from
the 1943 laws which in cases of voluntary annexation, neither the annexing dis-
trict nor the anuexed district would assume any part of the bonded indebtedness
of the other district. In 1951 this section was again amended to State that
the legal sinking fund indebtedness of the annexed district would be a charge
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against the territory comprising such district, and that the existing bonded
indebtedness of the annexing district would not apply to the annexed district
for a perfod of not less than three years. (Laws 1951, p, 238, par. 1).

Pavagraph 7-5 provided for the consolidation of two or more adjaceur dis-
tricts according to standards, rules and procedures established by the state
board of education. The state board wus placed in a leadership position espuc-
fally in the avea of educating local boards as to those important factors whict
would most neariy insure efficient and economical administrative units.

In 1961 2 law was enacted providing f[or the attachment of federally-owned
reservations belcnging to the United States government to any school district
within the same transportation area.

A state board regulation in 1966 limited high school accreditation to
schools having an ADA of 55 students for the 1967-68 school year. Elementary
schools were to have an ADA of 30 for grades 1-6 or 40 ADA for grades 1-8 in
order to be accredited.

Orepon
In 1919, Oregon had a peak number of 2,556 school districts. Improved

roads ard the advent of school bus transportation following the war led to
the merping of many small districts with adloining larger districts. 1In the
20-year perfod between 1919 and 1939, 594 school districts in Oregor were
dissolved by consolidations and annexations. 1In the following 20-year period
from 193% to 1959, an additional 1,303 school districts were dissolved.

In this latter period, most of the districts were dissolved as a result
of consolidations but in 1947 the Oregon Legislature passed legislation that
brought about the dissolution ci 252 non-operating school districts by legis-
lative edict.

The 1951 and the 1955 Legislative sessions of the Oregon lLegislature
seriously considered the area of school district reorganization, but other
than appropriating money for an extenslve study of Oregon elementary and
secondary education by Doctor Holy of Ohio State University, little effective
legislation was enacted. However, the Holy report did alert the Oregon public
to the need for major reorganization of the state's school districts.

The 1957 legislature enacted the School District Reorganization Act. This
legislation required that the school boards in each ccunty elect a 9-member
Reorganization Committee to study the school distriet organization within its
county and to prepare and develop plans fur the forming of adequate school dis-
tricts within each county. After the committee prepared plans, the plans were
presented at a public hearing and, if necessary, revised and finally adopted
by the committee and sent te the state board of education for approval. The
state board before approving any plan was authorized to conduct a public hear-
ing on the plan. 1If the state board approved a plan, it was returned to the
committee that had prepared it and the plan was then submitted to the voters
of the proposed district for their approval or rejection. The School District
Reorganization Act of 1957 had few mandatory features, yet the dedicated work
of County Reorganizaticn Committees resulted in substantial progress. There
were organized groups in the state that opposed the School District Reorganiza-
tion Act, but their efforts to repeal the Act by referring it to the people
failed 4in 1961. The Act was amended in 1959, 1961, and in 1963, and is still
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in operation, 1In 1962, the County Ccmuittees were dissolved and their respon-
sibility for preparing and initiating school reorganization plans within a
county was delegated to the County Intermediate Education District Board,

Under provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1957, 201 school districts
have been dissolved and ninety-eight new administrative school districts have

In addition, during this same period of time, 226 :hool districts

been formed.
As of June 30, 1969,

have been dissolved by voluntary consolidation procedures.
Oregon has 356 school districts.

Types of School Districts in Oregon Today

Oregon’s 356 school districts are classified by type as follows:

unified school districts that provide education for grades 1-12

153
144 elementary school districts that offer education in grades 1-8 and
are component parts of a union high school district, that in turn
provides educatior for grades 1-12.
22 elementary school districts that provide education in grades 1-12
These districts contract with

but do not operate a high school.
another district that operates a high school for the education of

their high school pupils,
27 wunion high school district that provide educsiion for grades 9-12,

At the present time 82% of all pupils in average daily membership in Oregon
attend school in unified school districts. This percentage is slightly below

the average for the nation.

Three Procedures Available in Oregon for School
Mergers = Leading to Unification

Present Oregon Laws provide 3 methods whereby school mergers may be effected.
These are:

(ORS 330.005

to 330.135) 1, Merger Procedure. This procedure may be instituted by
the Intermediate Educatfon District Board and must be

inftiated by it upon petition of three rz.idents of the
school district. The 1ED Board -unsiders the proposal
and if it meets stated criterZa in the law, issues an
order for the merger to take place. A public hearing
is advertised and held. After the merger order is
issued, a period in which patrons may remonstrate is
provided. If no remonstrances are received, the order
and the merger become effective at a prescribed date.
1f remonstrances ace filed by an affected district, an
election is held first in the least populous district
from which a remonstrance is filed. Approval by the
voters in any district filing a remonstrance must be by
a majority of those voting in the election. No election
is held in any district from which a remonstrance is

not filed.

(ORS 330.505
to 330,780) 2, Reorgenization Procedure. (School District Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1957 as amended in 1959, 1963, and 1965),
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The plan of reorganization is i{nitiated only by the Inter-
medfate Education District Board of a county. This Board

is authorized to fniti.te 3ind prepare all plans for admin-
istrative school dlstrlcts,

The plan must designate the boundaries of the proposed
admlnistrative school district; must provide for an
equitable adjustment of the assets and liabilitfes of ali
affocted districts; must designate whether the proposed
discrict is to be zoned or not zoned for board members;
must provide whether local school committees are to be
be provided for each attendance unit, if the 1ED Board
determines that such committees are necessary; must
designate the number of directors (57 or 9) In a zoned
district; must determine the term of office of the first
board; and must designate whether school board members
are to be elected at large or within zones., The plan
must also specify the 1ED to which the proposed district
shall report.

After the committee (1ED Board) prepares the plan, they
advertise and hold a public hearing on the Plan and may
revise it in light of evidence presented at the hearing.
They adopt the plan and publicly advertise their adoption.

They submit the plan to the state board for approval. The
state board wupon receipt of the plan delays actlon on it
for 30 days during which time any interested party from
the affected .rea may remonstrate by submitting hir or

hier remonstrance to the IED Board and the Secretary of the
state board of education. 1f such a remonstrance {s
received, the state board advertises and holds a hearing
uon the plan and following the hearing, approves or rejects
the plan,

If the plan is approved by the Board, the IED Board adver-
tises and calls an election. Approval of the plan by the
majority of voters in all affected school districts is
requited for the proposed district to decome operative.

After the new distrlct is approved by voters, the IED
Board conducts an election for board rembers of the new
disttict, The new district becomes effective on a date
prescribed by law,

Under the Reorganieation Act from 19357 to 1969, ninety-elght administrative
school districts have bren formed using the above reorganiration proctedure.
The largest of the districts formed has slightly over 17,000 pupils. The
smillest dictrict formed has fever than 100 pupils.

A .
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(ORS 335.495) 3. Unification of Union High School Districts by Extension
of the high school program downward to {nclude all grades
12 to 1.

This procedure has been in effect for many years but
major amendments made fn 1965 has chunged the voting
procedure to effect unification.

The procedure of unifying a union high school may be
ifnit{fated either by a resolution of the unfon high school
board or upon petition of 100 residents of the union high
school district. The unfon high school board advertises
and holds an election on the proposition of extending the
program of the union high school downward to include all
grades 12 through 1. If a majority of the voters within
the union high schosl district cast ballots {n favor of
the proposition, the unfon high school board notiffes the
Superintendent of Public Instruction of the favorable
election and requests his approval of the extended pro-
gram of studfes. Upon the Board's receipt of the super-
{ntendent's approval of the extended course of study, atl
elementary districts composing the union high schcol dis-
trict are dissolved except the most populous elementary
district and the boards of all elementary districts are
terminated. The board of the Unfon high school district
becomes the new uniffed district. The school district
number of the n2w district will be the number of the
most populous elementary district. The new district
becomes effective on the date the Superintecdent of
Public Inmstruction approves the extended course of study
of the unfon high school district. fThis procedure has
had extensive use in recent years and has resulted {n the
unification of 17 unfon high school districts sirce 1957.

Pennsylvanfia
Reorganization activity was {nitlated in large part by legislation enacted

in 1947 requiring county boards of school directers to prepare countywide reore
ganizatlon plans. 1t was greatly atimuiated by financial iIncentives, provided
in 1949 and extended and Liberalized In 1951. Additional stimulation came from
state aid provided to help pay annual rentals on buildings constructed by the
State Public School Bullding Authority. School districts decreased over the
period of years from 2514 in 1951-52 to a total of 580 fn the tall of 1968,

A 1911 lav established five classes of schools based on the population of
the school district. This classification has had implications for the distribus
tion of state afd payments. First class districts were to have a population of
500,000 to 1.5 mtllion. Second class districts were to have between 50,000 and
500,000 population. Thitd class districts vete to have detween 5,000 and 30,000
population and districts below 5,000 were to be fourth class. 1Tn 1961 the legis-
lature revised this classitication scheme to say that each school district as
of July 1, 1965 with a population of 22,000 to 30,000 was to be conaidered third
class and districts below 22,000 were to be considered fourth class, )

A 1949 tegislation provided the basic foundation for the reorganizatfon of
schools in Pennsylvinla. Three different methods of enlarglng lotal school
districts wvere in existence in 19%9; the Joint board method, the unijon district
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method, and the merger method. The 1949 legislation refined the reorganization
procedute for forming these types of school districts and {ncluded provisfons
for the mandatory consolidation of ungraded, one room schools. (P.L, 63.1),

P.L. 30 provided supplemental payments to districts of certain classes.
This was expanded upon in 1951 to provide: A) $500 per teaching unit (30 elem-
entary ADM-22 secondary ADM) multiplied by the standard refmbursement fraction
for each joint elementary or secondary school operated by school districts of
the third and fourth class and to districts of the second ¢lass approvid by the
Department of Public Instruction prior to July 1, 1954. B) $800 per teaching
unit multiplied by the standard ref{mbursement fraction for a union or mergad
school distriet of the third or fourth class within or comprising an approved
administrative unit.

The 1959 legislature added two parts to the supplemental payment plan. It
revised P.L. 30 to give $800 per teaching unit multiy licd by the districts sub-
sidfary account reimburscment fraction to sccond class districts resulting from
the merger ot union of two or morc third or feurth class districts ar from po -
ulatfon growth. 1t also gave $800 per tcaching unit multiplicd by twice the
total number of teaching units rcported by third and fourth class districts
which join cfther a first class A district or 2 second class district subscquent
to the first Monday of July 1961 for the first year, For every vear after that,
$800 per teaching unit sultiplied by the total number of teaching units rewulting
from the merger or unfon less the number of teaching units for which no piyment
was allowed on the first payment and by the subsidiaty account reimburserent
fraction of the district of residence. $500 per teaching unit multiplicl by
the total number of teaching units brought into jointurc from third er four'h
classes joining with a school district of the first class A or second class sub-
scquent to July 1, 1954 by the subsidlary account rcimbursement froction of the
first class A or of the sccond class district of residence.

In 1963, Act 463, provided for consolidating and organizing to provide for
vocatfonal-technical educatfon. Before January 1, 1965 all school Jdistricts
of the second, third, and fourth class of the county were to submit proposal:
for the establishment of vocational-technical areas. 1t set forth a state
teimbutsement to every school district of no less than $75 for every resident
pupil In an area vocational-technical school. Other catagerics provided aid
for curriculum i{mprovement and school building costs.

Act 580, passed by the legislature, rcpealed, effective June 33, 1968, all
supplemental payment incentives of Fublic Law 30. The total amount of moncy
paid out under the provision of this act were incorporated fnto the baslc state
afd payment program.

Rhode lsland

In 1904 the state iegislature in Rhcde lel~rnd abolished over 300 scheol
districts and established thirty-nine disteicte wvhose boundarles were coter-
minous with cfties and towns. Over the years Rhode 1sland his tricd to encourage
the smaller districts to combine into larger districts through the wse of per-
missive legislation and financlrl Inceatives,

A 1938 law had guaranteed no reduction of state ai{d becaute of consolida-
tion and avarded each town $100 annually for cach department of the consolidated
school, In 1960 the legislature rerealed the state aid guarantees, the permis-
sive consolidation povers and superintendent's salaty reimbursement provisions.
{1980, 21412y,
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The 1955 Rhode Island legislature sup-.rimposed permissive legislation to
create regfonal school distrfcts to operate schools. In 1958 this legislation
was expanded upon and allowed for regional districts to operate as a school
district and as an intermedfary unft. Secondly, it removed approval require-
ments of the regfonal districts fron the general assembly and advisory require-
ments from the department of e¢ducatlon. (Chapter 197 of the 1958 Sessfion.)

Since 1958 both the 1960 and 1962 legfslatures have made changes in the
foundation program to encouraze the towns to consolidate into regional districts.

In fact, to encourage reorgaufzation three types of {ncentive aids have
been devised:

A. 16-7-20 (1967, 160#3) 1In the case of regional school districts,
the state's share stall be increased by 2% for each grade s0 cone
solfdated for the first two years of operation.

B. 16-7-40 (1962, 47#1) 1In the case of regional school districts,
the school housfing aid ratio shall be fncreased by 21 for each

. grade so centralfized.

C. 16-7-%0 (1962, 47#1) 1n the case of rogional school districts,
providing vocatfonal training programs, the school housfng aid
ratfon shall dbe fncreased dby 5% i{n addftion to the 7% approprfated
above for each grade so centralized.

e e e 6 P

Whether or not this legpislatfon has had a profound effect {s hard to judge
on the basis of statfstics evaflable for there were thirty-nine school districts
fn 1948 and {n 1968 this nunber is listed st forty,

i South Carolina

In 1943-44 South Carolina had 1,742 school districts. As of June 27, 1949
this figure had deen reduced to ninety-three districts with the largest reduc-
tion coming between 1943-44 and 1952 vhen the count was diminished dby over 1,200,

The 1962 Code of Laws contains the basic provisions for school district orga-
nization under which the state operates tocay.

In 1952 the legislature set up the gereral ¢ svisions for establishing
school districts (1952 Code, 21-111). 1%52 Code, 21112 provided that the
alteration of boundarles or division of school districts within a county could
only come about dby: 1) an act of the General Assembly relating to one or mote
‘ counties; 2) authorfzation of the county boards urder the following conditions

A. Written approval ¢f the Senator and the entire House legislative
delegation from tte county involved.

B. Upcn a written petition signed by at least four-fifths of the qualified
electors within tte limlts of the school districts fnvolved.

C. Upon & written petition signed by one-third of the qualffied electors

! followed by an election where a majorfty of the wolers {s needed to
‘ approve the proposal.

1952 Codes 21°11) and 21+114.) provide for the assumption of all assets
and 1{adbllities of the tvo or more school districts forming a new district by
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the newly formed district on a justly proportioned basis.

1952 Code 21-114 stated that all school districts in the county could be
consolidated fnto one school district, but districts from two or more counties
can do so only by joint action of the respective county boards of educatfon.

Reorganization i{n the state was encouraged by the enactment fn 1952 of a
37 sales tax that provided school districts with funds for school construction
(Code of 1952, 21-274) and school bus transportation (Code of 1952, 21-833).
At the time of the enactment of the sales tax the Educatfonal Finance Commissfon
was established to handle the buflding and transportatfon prozram with the man-
date to fmplement the consolidatfon of school districts so far as was practical
(1952 Code, 21-52). Slince this enactment the number of school districts fn the
state has been reduced by over 1,400,

The following quote fs taken from the Cunulative Supplement regarding fin-
ancial afds to the districts.

ANNUAL GRANT 21-272. =~ 1In order to assist school districts in financ~
fng needed capital improvements, the General Assembly shall annually allocate
to the Board a sum equivalent to twenty-five dollars multiplied by the number
of pupils enrolled {n grades one through twelve of the publfc schools during
the school year next preceding the year for which the allocatfon {s made.
Provided, that the amount allocated for the ffscal year 1969-70 and each year
thereafter shall be computed at the rate of thirty dollars per pupil. Erovided,
further, that for no year shall the amount allocated be less than the tctal sum
required to meet principal and interest payments becoming due in that fiscal
year on state school bonds. (1952 Code 21-272; 1951 (47) 546; 1953 (48) 181;
1967 (55) 719).

Although South Carolfna has experfenced generally successful reorganfzation
through the use of permfssive legislatfon supplemented by some incentive afds,
it {s possible that th.re may be some factors fn existence that ptevent a com-
pletely effictent reorganization program, Several of the forty-six county dis-
tricts {n the state have specfal provisfons that would discourage recrganf{zation
into larger, more efficifent systems. Recodiffcation now underway, {f adopted,
could clarify many weaknesses. Also, state funds which pay for the salaries of
teachers assist small discricts fn operating with only minimal size classes to
gqualify for the state payment. (Sec, 21:253, 1968 Cumulative Supplement to 1962
Code of Lavs.)

South Dakots

In 1951 South Dikota reorganiration legislation was enacted peraitting
formation of county comnittees to prepare reotganiration plans. By September,
1954, comitteee had been formed {n efghteen counties and reorganfration elec-
tions had deen held in three countfes.

A further attempt on the part of the legislature of South Dakota to
stimulate school reorganization occutred in 1955, At this tise, the entire
sectfion of Chapter 15,20, "School distericts, General Provisions Relating to
AlL," South Dakota's 19)9 Codes were repealed. An {mmediate tesult of this
tevision vas, flrst, to stipulate that school districts wvere to be limtted tu
four types: Independent; common; county Independent; county coemon. As defined
in §.0.C, 1960, Supp. 135.2002, an iodependent district is one which operates
either a tvelve year school progrsm or ar accredited high school, County indc»
pendent school districts must operate t @ “are Lype progras; hovever, they ate
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the only public school district within a county and are governed by county
boards of education. A common school district is one which operates less than
a full twelve year program and does not operate an accredited high school, and
a county common wculd again be the only one in the county and {s governcd by a
county board of education.

The temaining subsections of this Chapter S.D,C. 1950, Supp. 15-2004 -
15.2023 provided legislation to permit districts to merge, consolidate, or
reorganize. Some mandatory reorganfzation .as prescribed (Chap. 41, 1955), but
it also emphasized providing a structure under which districts could organize
voluatarily, That is, provisions were made for local participation in developing
county master plans; for recommendation and appraisal by the state department of
education; and for the necessary vote of approval by the affected citizenry.

e

A substantial change in this policy occurred during the 1967 CGeneral Ses-
sfons of the South Dakota Legislaiure. During this session the following laws
wvere approved--S.L, 67, Ch, 38, "Anending Law Relating To Scheal Reorganization
And Creating State Commission On Elementary And Secondary Education," and S.1..
67, Ch. 40, "Amending Law Relating To School District Reorganization."

o B e

The major ifmpact of S.L. &7, ch, 38, noted in 5, 3, {s that "All territory
or land area within the state of South Dakota shall on or before July 1, 1970,
become a part of an independent school district offering an accredited school
program &nd meeting the standard adopted by the state board of educatfon.”
Furthermore, this act empcwers the State Commission on Elementary and Secondary
Education to hold hearings and reorganite any land areas which have not become
a part of a 12-year school district as of or on January 1, 1969, or to be effec-
tive on July 1, 1970. At thess hearings the Commission is then enjoined to take
one of the following coutses of action: "(a) create an approved independent
school Aistrict, or (b) combine, attach, and make any boundary charges or adjust-
went of land area as may be deemed necessary, or (¢) request additional informa-
tion ard study prior to taking any course of action under (a) or (b) adove."

e YT
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The state legislature has helped to transform former permissive legislation
into mandatory teorganiratfon legislation, notably by providing the following
dictates {n reference to the tvpes of districts which are directed to be combined
with cthers, effective January 1, 1969,

! (1) A school district with all the taxable property in such district assessed

at a lower valuation than one hundred thousand dollars. (Chap. &1, 1955)

( (2) A school district which fails to elect 8 school board member or members

| as provided by law for two successive annual elections. (Chap., 41, 1955)

(3) A school district wvhich by sixty per cent of the votes In a special
election approves the dissolution of the school district and its combina-
tlon with another school district or districts. (Chap. 41, 1966)

(4) A school district which has fafled to operate a school during the preced-
tng two fiscal yeara. ({(Chap. 73, 1963).

1t should also be noted that §,.0,C. 15.2246, which Is South Dakota's bastie
foundation of support, places restrictions on vhich districts can actually recelve
- this support. Each district mist have cperated ore or more schools during the
; ptevious sthool year, none of vhich Is a one teacher rural elementary school with
. an ADM of $ or fever, and located within five miles of another operating scheol,
A and no secondary school of fewer than 35 pupils fn ADM rhall have been operated
3 within twventy siles of another secondary school. Schools eust eaploy qualified
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teachers and be accredited,

In 1951-52 South Dakota had 3,390 school districts. By the fall of 1968
this number had decreased to 1204. Althcugh the state's basic reorganization
legislation has been of a permissive nature, the 1967 law and restrictions
placed on the foundation program are effecting a decrease in the number of
school districts,

Tennessee

Within the perfod of this study there were three legislative acts directed
toward the reorganization of the Tennessee school districts. All three of
these acts were {n the form of permissfve legislation.

The first was enacted in 1947. It allowed the transfer of city, town, or
specfal school districts to the county system. Action was to be inft{ated by
efther aunicipal offfcers or by the schcol boards. Transfer would be allowad
upon 8 referendum of the voters favoring sach transfer.

The second act, passed in 1957, permitted the school systems to form
""foint operated” schocls by contract between two or wmore existing systems,
Proccdure was establithed for operating and administering such schools.

The third legislative effort came six years later (1963). This act
provided for the creatfon of "unification educational planning commissfons"
for the "consolidation of all the public schools within a county into a unified
school system." The act details the formation and organization of such county
commissions and sets forth a plan for the consolidation of the schools. Con-
solidation s contingent upon the approval of the majority of voters in each
school area affected by the tecorganfization,

In 1943-44 Tennessee had 156 school districts. By the fall of 1968 this
figure had been teduced to 150,

Texas
1n 1943-44 the state of Texas had 6,132 school districts., By the fall of

1968 this number had been reduced to a flgure of 1,231,

1n 1947 legislation was passed suthorfzing the annexation of any common
or independent school to any contiguout (ndependent district. (Acts 1947, 50
Leg., Ch. 259, Art. 28036). This law prescribed the duties of a Courty Board
of Trustees, provided for the calling «f elections, and set forth guidelines
for debt asrumption. Title to all property was to be vested in the cecelvirg
district which was to assume 211 outstanding indebtedness. Any tax >f the
teceiving dfstrict was to continue and become effective in the territory annexed,

tn 1749 the legislature clarified questions concerning the validity of newly

created ot reorganized school districts. (Acts of 1949, 51st Leg. Ch, 477-449).
Chapter 518, Art 2305a, enabled the County Board of School Trustees to call an
electioy by the votetrs for the levying of tsxes In any case vhete ¢xisting lavs
petaitted anrexation ot consolidation, and such l:ws did not expressly suthorize
trtustees to call an election. Chapter 90, Art, 2306d, validated the consolida-
tion if one or more common school districts with one or more independeat school
districts aftetr a duly constituted election.

tn 1953 ke 53rd Leg. in Ch, 32, par. 1, Act 28042, providec that the
antexation of territory or enlargement of any vity within any cotnty having
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a population of 165,000 shall not have the effect of adding any terrfitory to
any school district; providing that after such annexation, territory may be
detached from the school district and annexed to any contiguous school dis-
trict, upon approval of a majority of School Trustees of each school district
affected.

In 1961 legislattion was enacted providing for i{ncentive ald payments to
Independent School Districts created through consolidation (Acts 1961, 57th
Leg., Ch, 260, Art., 2815-3), The amount of aid shall aot exceed the difference
between the sum of the Foundatfon Aid that the included diciricts would have
been paid had there been no consolidation, and the amount of Foundation Aid for
which the new district qualifies. The new district stall not contain fewer
than 1,000 children in ADA, The {ncentive aid payment shall be used exclusively
to retire existing bonded f{ndebtedness or shall be applied to the cost of con-
struction of new buildings. The aid payments shall %e reduced in direct propor-
tion to any reduction in ADA, The geographical limi:s of the consolidated
district shall be submitted to the Texas Education Agancy for approval. The
consolidation shall result in the formation of an independent school district.

In 1963 the above act was amended to change the minimum number of st fents
in ADA from 1,000 to 750, (Acts 1983, 58¢th Leg., Ch. 361, Art, 2815-4).

The 196% legislature agzin amended the 1961 Act to state that where newly
organized districts are budget batanced (not eligible for Foundaticn Ajd), the
amounit of the incentive aid payment shall not exceed the sum of Foundation Ald
for which the several districts in the new district were eligidble. wWhere there
have been or hereafter will be one, or a series of consolidatfons, the lastly
created consolidated district shall be eligible to receive {nceative aid pay-
ments ss computed separitely st the time of consolidations., A ten year payment
is involved which is computed from the date of consolidation, or from the effec-
tive date of the arendatory Act, whichever s the latest.

Utah

Two catagories of Utah public schools were established by the state's
constitution and one by statute: county schools, schools in cities of the
first class, and schools {n clities of the second class. Article X, eection 6,
of the Utah State Constitution sets the classification system; "In cities of
the first and second claas, the public school systen shall be controlled by
the board of education of such cities, separate and apart from the counties in
wvhich said cities are located,” USA 2)-4-1 makes each county a district except
vhere more than one district existed {n a county before 1943, USA 53-4-%
declares each first and second class city boundaty to be one school district.
USA 53-4-5 prohibits county officers from amending any cfty's board of educa-
tioa tax levy. USA 10-1-1 sets the classification of c{ties and towns by
population;

First class 100,000 plus
Second class 60,000 - 99,999
Thitd ¢clasy 800 -~ 39,999
Town , 1+2%9

This 194) legislistion also allowed cities to annex county tetritory. The
transfer of county schools into city schoo) systeas of the first and second
class could be affected vhen this annexation took place. (USA 53-4-10).

»
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1t appears that no major consolidation or decentr:zlization laws have been
passed sinte 1943, 1In 1944 Utah had 40 school districts, a figure they have
maintained to this day.

Yermoat

There had been little change in vermont's school district organizational
structure from 1948 when there were 268 school districts to the fall of 1968
when there were 250. Permissive reorganization legislation was in effect over
this period of time with the only major changes coming in {958 when the legis-
lature cstablished five separate school district classifications: Supervisory
Unions, Town School Districts, Incorporated School Districts, Unfon School Dis-
tricts, and Interstate Compacts (USA 1958, Title 16). Under the actfing legfs-
lation the state provided for guidelines under which the above types of sthool
districts could merge, but such mergers were left to the discretion of the local
school boards. An exception to this policy was U,S5.A. No. 261, “Organtzation
and Adjustment of Supervisory Unions."” Under the 1imitations of this provision,
the state board of education was directed to combine small school districts into
supervisional unions of approximately fifty teachers each. This was to be done
as soon as possidle without any specified time limizs applied.

On March 12, 1966, the Vermont Legislature approved U,5.A, 66, Ch. 9, Art. 1.
General Provisions, Scction 1, Statement of Pelicy: "It is the policy of the state
of Vermont to encourage and promote the inclusion cf the entire state of Yermont
into reorganized school districts encompassing graces K-12 under the Union School
District Laws in order to make available a diversiiied education program of high
quality with maximum of tocal control," Sections <4 of this legistattion provided
that an Advisory Commission be organfred which was to "conduct studies relevant
to the reorganization of school districts, confer «ith lotal school officfals and
study groups on these matters and recommend to the Leglslature and state board of
education proposed school districts, kindergarten through gr2de 12, This report
was to be delivered on or before February 1, 1967, The purpose of this repcrt was
to serve as a state reorganfzation plan, under which local districts were given
the option of either accepting it In tote, or else preparing a counter propcsal
for a reorganized school district, kindergerten tlrough grade 12, either as a
Unfon High School District, Union Elementary District, K«12 Unfon District, a
wodified or enlarged Supervisory Union, or a cosbination of the above. The boards
of school directors included In each of the state’s studvy ateas were aleo frstructed
to submft surveys of the educational needs of each area. These include provisions
for voter appreval, election of single boards of education, disposition, ownershlp.
and utilization of school property, bonded indebti:dness, adequate staff, and a
financing plan for the proposed district. Lastly, it sust fnclude 2 recommendcd
date for local votr provided the proposal is accertable. This information was
tequested to be submitted to the Advisory Commission not later than July 1, 1967;
hovever, & deferment of not more than six months «as to be given to those request-
ing additional time,

Yirginia
The organlzation of Virginia School Districts was accomplished in the year

1922, At that time the existing school districts vere entarged so a8 to m ‘e
the Virginis school system a tounty system. Since 1922 school boundaries have
remained very stable, with adjustment to & few Individual districts being the
only changes,

a
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The statutes which brought about the formation of a county system ate
listed here:

Section 22-30. School Divisfon ~ how division made.

The state board shall divide the state into appropriate school
divisions, at the discretion of the board, comprising not less than
one county or city each, but no county or city shall be divided in
the formatfon of such division. Approved, 1922, amended 1928, 1936,
1952,

Section 22-42, School Districts - counties and magisterfal districts
as school districts.

Each magisterial district shall, except where otherwise provided
by law, constitute a separate school district for the purpose of
representation. For all other school purposes, including taxation,
management, control and operatfon, unless otherwise provided by law,
the county shall be the unft; and the school affafrs of each county
shall be managed as if the county constfituted but one school district
provided, however, that nothing in this section shall be construed to
prohibit the levying of a district tax in any district or districts
sufficient to pay any indebtedness of whatsoever kind, fncluding the
interest thereon, heretofore or hereafter {ncurred by or on behalf of
any district or districts for school purposes, Approved 1942, Amended
1944, 1948, and 1962,

Attention has been given to establishing conzolidated schools of sufficient
size to offer compreaensive education programs at reasonable per-capita cost.
loproved highways and afd to local school divisions in meeting the cost of pupil
transportation have helped toreduce the number of schools within the counties of
virginia from 4,055 In 1948 to 1,846 In 1968,

¥ashington

Washington's school district reorganfzation grew out of a series of studies
and surveys conducted durfig the late 1930's resulting in the development of
widespread recogaitiun cf the need for f{mproving the school district system. The
flrst major reorganization legislatfon w7as enacted in 1941, establishing a pattern
of redistricting procedures which have been successfully used in other state pro-
grams started sfince that time.

The state board of education wss to appoint a nine merber State Reorganieva-
tion Comntltee which wss to have as fts major functions: 1) employment of a
director and needed personnel to enable the committee to carry out {ts povers
and to assist ccunty committees; 2) furnish county cormittees with plans of
procedure, stsndards, maps, and forms; 3) approval of reorganfratfon proposals
subeitted by county connfttees; and {f reorganization plans were disspproved, to
assist in preparing a revised plsn; and &) sppointment of a county coonittee {n
any county wvhete none had been estatlished vithin the specified time 1lintt, or
vhere any comnittee had fasled to exercise Its A-signed responsibilities.

Coutity committees were to prepare comprebensive reorganication plans and
submft them to the state cumittees. Any proposed reorganization vhich included
territory in sore than one county wis to be prepared dby joint action of a special
committee composed of st least three exnmbers from esch county comittee concerned.
In prepsting these plans consideration wss to de given to the educational needs
of lotal communicies, to equalieing local burdens of school support, to economfes
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fn transportation and administration costs, to future use of existing school
plans, to the convenience and welfare of pupils, and to equalizing their educa-
tional opportunities.

A public hearing had to be held on any proposal for forming a new district
or for transferring any district territory in which children of school age
resided, Provision was also made for hearing testimony for the purpose of deter-
mining the arount of assets and liabilities of the districts involved In the
proposal.

School district boundarfes could not be changed by means of the consolidation
and annexation laws without the approval of both the county and state boatd of
education,

By 1945, when the legislation expired, the number of districts had been
reduced by more than three-fifths, (1,792 districts in 1931-32 to 838 during
the year 1943-44),

For two years after Lhe expiration of the 1941 act, the state had no reor-
ganization legislation except the old consolidation laws. 1In 1947 new legislation
setting forth the current lepnl bases for the formation and establishment of new
school districts and the alteration of cxisting districts was passed, The new
statutes had as their purpose the goal of providing the state with an integrated
system of agencies for acquiring, constructing, financing, administering, super-
vising, maintaining, and operatirg the public scheols.

The main statutes affecting reorganization were:
1. 28.57.030 Created county committees - composition, terms
vacancies, compensation
2, 28.57.040 Organfzation and meeting guidelines
3. 28.57.050 FPowers and duties of county committees
4, 28.57.060 Powers and duties of tha state board
S, 28.%1.160 Reorganization of districts by tr.nsfer of
territory
6. 28.57.170, 28B.52.180, 28.57.190, and 28.57.200 are alil supporting
statutes which cover procedures for bringiag about
reorganization through: petitfon) transfer of territery;
annexation; and dissolution and annexation of depopulated
area.

Election procedures were estadlished. In 1957 the procedures were changed to
require & favorable mafority of all votes cast in the election, with the entire
ares voting as a2 unit, for adepting the proposed reorganization. tThe county com-
mittee could revise any proposal defeated by the voters and if the revision was
approved by the xtate committee, it could then be voted on.

In 19%9 8 nev enactment specifically deslt with the transfer, annexation of
territory to or from utifoa high school dintricts. (28.57.335) fTransfer or
annexstion of all ot part of 8 unloa high school district to an existing or reily
created district was provided ss long as no union high school district shall coen-
tafn less than the vhole territory of any school district and every union high
school district must contaln the whole territory of at least two or more school
districts,

By the fall of 1968 the number of school districts in Washington had been
teduced to 337 although there haa been basically no change fn the 1947 legislation.
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1n 1969 the 1st Extraordinary Session passed legislation permitting the
state board of education to make capital construction grants to districts which
reorganize into acceptable administrative untts.

West Virginia

The major thrust toward school district reorganizatfon {n West Virginia
occurred between 1932 and 1943, as evidenced by the deletfon of total school
; districts in that state from 450 to 55 during this perfod.

; Until 1933, West Virginia maintained a trichotomous division of school
i distrlcts listed as magisterlal districts, magisterial subdistric:s, and inde-
: pendent districts., At this time, the West Virginia Legislature enacted legis~
; latfon designed to consolidate and unify school districts by counties. This
legislative action became West Virginia Code 18-1-3 titled Scope of School

: District; abolition of magisterfal school districts, etc., and independent dis-
: tricts, The act reads as follows:

"A school district shall include all the territory in on2
county Exlsting magisterial school districts and sub-
districts and Lndependent districts are abolished.” Effect
of Amendment of 1933,

Other sections of this act relating to reorganization are as follows:

(18-5-11; 18-5-13) "The boarde of two or wore adjoining
counties may jointly estadblish and maintain schools....
; The boards ¢f the several districts shall determine
the site of the proposed school and the amount to dbe
expended for its estasblishaeni and equipment....
The annual operating cost shall be apportioned among
the districts on the baais of the ADA of puplls from each
district,®

“The boards, subject to the provisions of this chapter and
the rules and regulations of the state board, shall have
P authorlity:

1. To control and manage all the schools and school fnterests
of the county ....

2. To estabdblish needed high schoola.

3. To close any schoal vhich s unnecessary....

4, To consolidate schools.

5. To close any elementary school with an enrollment
below 20 pupils....

i 6, To provide at public expense an adequate weans of
; transportation,..,
7. To provide at pudblic expense Insutance against negligence..”

In suemary §t may be stated thet the sum total of the teorganization legis-
fation for West Virginla vas generated ftoa the 1933 enactment changfng all exist-
fng districts to a county system of organizatfon., Fifty-flve achool districts
exist vhich is the same number of counties Ln the state.

HiL8 5y,
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Wisconsin

The basis for school district organization and reorganization is found in
the state constitution. Article X, Section 3, specifies: "The legislature
shall provide by law for the establishment of district schools which shall Le
as nearly uniform as practicable." This provision places with the legislature
the authority to create, dissolve, alter and consolidate school districts either
directly or through agencies established for that purpose. In 1943-44 Wisconsin
had 6,400 school districts. By the fall of 1969 this number had been reduced to
457,

After studies by educators in the 1930's, the 1945 legislature established
a comuittee to study and to recommend proposals for the improvement of education
in the state. 1In 1947 legislation was cnacted which created u county school
committee in each of the state'’s seventy-one counties for the purpose of making
reorganization plans and empowering them to establish larger scheol administra-
tive units. Either upon a petition by a county elector or upon its own motion,
the county committee was empowecred to issue orders creating, dissolving or
attaching school districts i{n accordance with the classification system set forth
in the statutes. An appeal procedure was also provided for. When any proposed
reorganization contained territory in two or more counties, the comnittees of the
counties involved were to function #s a joint committce. The State Superintendent
was directed to advise and consult with county school committees., He was also
empowered to make appropriate recommendations. (Thesc provisions are found in
the Laws of 1947, Chap. 40.)

The 1949 amendments provided for county committces to file with the State
Superintendent by July 1, 1951 comprchiensive county plans for the establishment
of administrative units which would include grudes K-12 or 1-12, Orders for
reorganization issued by county committees were made subject to referendum.
Approval of the county committees' orders required a favorable majority vote both
in the incorporated centers and in the open-county-territory of the proposed reor-
ganization, 1In all cases where the referendum vote was unfavorable, the county
school committee was to continue its work so long an the need for reorganization
existed. but its orders were always subject to refercndum. (Laws of 1949, Chap,
40) .,

The 1949 legislature also set forth the major features of the State School
Finance Plan which have basically held true since this time, A key feature in
the program is a provision rewarding Intcgrated Afd districts morc favorably than
Basic Ald Districts (Laws of 1949, Chap. 402, set for present payment plan.)
Those districts meeting minimum state standards are classified as basic aild dis-
tricts. Those districts meeting specified additional standards are classified
as integrated aid districts. Since the passage of this afd program in 1949, over
sixty Unfon High School Districts (maintaining programs for only grades 9-12)
have disappeared.

Two other methods of school district recorganization were available as follows:
A) 40.07 - Consolidation of Common School Districts by Referendum (New Code -
117.06) . This act enabled 10% of the electors in each of twe or more school dis-
tricts to petition for consolidation. An clection was to be teld and {f a majorfty
of voters were in favor, a consolidation was effected. The assets and liabilities
of the several districts before consolidation, were to become the responsibilfity
of the newly created district., B) 40.06 and/or 40.06(3) - Authorized the municipal
board (town, village or city) to reorganize school districts, Persons aggrieved
by such order could appeal to the State Supecrintendent of schools, Reorganization
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orders issued by the municipal bourd or the state superinterdent were subject
to referendum approval on the same basis as those Jssued by the county school
committee.

In 1953 the state legfislature passed a statute which assisted district
reorganization. 40.08 - Dissolution of Districts by Nzglect to Keep School
(New Code - 117.09). This act stated that i{f o district for lwo or more succes~
sive years neglects to operate a school for fts children as required by law, it
shall be attached to a new school district by referendum or by an agency school
committeec.

In 1959 legislation included the passage of 40.035 (New Code 117.01). This
act stated that any territory which i{s not f{ncluded in a district which operates
a high school on July 1, 1962 shall be attached to, created into, or consolidated
with a district operating a high school by order of the agency school commitiece
not later than July 1, 1962, This act wag repecaled by thie 1965 legislature
because the purpose had been accomplished and the princinle was incorporated in
Chapter 117.01(e).

Chapter 117.01(e) of the newly coded revision provides that all territory in
the state shall be included in a school district operating elementary school grades
and a school district operating high school grades or in a school district operat=
ing both elementary and high school grades. No common school district may hc
created hsvierg less than $150,000 of assessed valuatfon,

Chapter 40.95 (New Code 117,04) also passed originally in 1959, provides for
the creatinn of Uniffed School Districts in any territory containing 1,000 or
more clectors which established a new form of school distrfct government enabling
fiscally dependent districts with Sccond und thirvd class c{ties to change to a
fiscally independent typc of district.

Agenzy School Committees were created in 1966 by the enactment of Chapter 388,
1.aws of 1965, The new law abolished the count¥ school committees and removed from
the municipal boards (40.,06) and the State Superintendent (40.06(3)) the authority
to reorganize school districts. It created an agency school committee with power
to reorganize school districts in each of the nincteen cooperative educational
service ageuncies subject to the same referendum provisfon that applied to orders
issucd by the former county schocl committees. This law also made such orders
subject to appeal by any aggrileved persons to the state appeal board which is
composcd of the State Superintendent (chairman) and presidents of four agency
school committees not involved in the appeal, Furthermore, the state appeal board
orders are subject to a referendum provision and/or to court review when certain
conditions prevail. In addition, the agency school committee is required to for-
rulate a long range plan to operate a comprechensive school program of offerings
and services which meet the present and future educable needs of children and which

can function with efficiency and economy. ‘

Wyoming
Within the period of this study thcre have bcen two major pieces of legisla-

t{on enacted by the Wyoming legislature regarding school district reorganization.
The 1957 School District reorganization act provided for a broad reorganization
(mainly withtn counties) to be carried out by a state planning committee acting
through elected county committees. The rccond major effort has come out of the

1969 legislature and in many of its details looks much like the 1957 versfion.

There is a fundamental difference, however, in that the new version does not provide

TR
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an opportunity for the voters to block reorganization. If the county does not
appoint a county planning committee by a specified date, the state committee
must make these appointments. 1f the committees do not submit approved plans
by a specified date, the state committee will procced with the reorganization,
The establishment of the new unified school district i{s made by action of the
3tate committee, not the voters.

In 1948 there were 356 school districts {n the state. 1In the fall of 1968
this number had been reduced to 164, With the 1969 reorganiza*ion legislation
this figure will reduce itself even more significantly by January 20, 1972,

The following remarks are in refercnce to the 1957 reorganization act and
are taken from Volume 6 of Wyoming Statutes (1957), Title 21 (Education),
Chapter 3 (School Districts), Article 5 (Reorganization)}, pages 290, 382.

The purpose of the act was to equalize opportunity, promote uniformity of

tax rates, and to bring about wiser use of public funds. A state committeve was
to be appointed by the state board of education und was to include the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction and cight representative citizens of the
state. They were to serve a four year term without pay. The powers of the State
Committee are to appoint needed personnel, govcrn disbursement of funds, ald
county committees, receive, examine and file reorganization plans, appoint county
committees {f not elected, keep county superintendents informed, modify county
plans when needed and resubmit to county committees for approval, advise boards
of trustees in new districts, report to cach sessfon of the legislature and
recommend legislation which appears needed, County commiltees are Lu be elected
by electors from each school district in the county and the county superintendent
of schools. These committees were to consist of efght members but not more than

: three professional educators. The powers and duties of County Committees are to

i prepare a comprehensive plan of county rcorganization by January 1, 1962, The law

also included a plan for reorganizced districts fnvolving two or more counties.

: Due consideration is to be given to a number of factors including the reduction

of evaluation disparities and equalization of educational opportunity. The County

Committee also details the procedure for public hearings on counly plans set forth,

The new district is tn be established by a speciul election. If one school
1 district, within the proposed reorganized district, has a majority of the votes,
the new district cannot be approved by the most populous district unless it {s
also approved in the area outside of that most populous district as well.

The county may revise a plan rejected by the voters and a new election may
be called by the county superintendent {f the plan is approved by the state
committee. The 1 -wly created districts must operate at least one high school
or one elementary .choo..

Wyoming School District Reorganization Law of 1969 (chipter six of the
school code)}, revises the 1957 code in this manner. The purpose of the act is
to improve and equalize educational opportunity, to provide for wiser and more
efficient use of funds by making it possible to reduce the disparity in per
pupil evaluation among the school districts. The law's provisions are to allow
initial planning to be done at the local level, to enlarge the school districts
of the state, and to eliminate the different kinds of school districts and sub-
stitute '"unified school districts.”

The basic plan of organization involves putting all of the counties in one

eRiC | €0
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or more unified school districts on or before Januaty 20, 1972, Kequirements for
unified school districts are that it must be organized as an efficfent adminis-
tratfve unit, considering primarily the education, convenience, and welfare of
children. All of the state must be organized into USD except the Wind River
Indfan Reservation, and the territory of each USD shall be contiguous. Consid-
eration must be given for equalization of per pupil assessed valuation ''among
districts in varfous counties'", trustee residence areas must be established with-
in each USD giving consideration to school population, general population, and
ecology, and there must be provistons for educational opportunity and service as
nearly equal as possible in all areas of each USD.

The state committee §s to consist of the state superintendent of public
fnstruction and the state board of education. The power and authority of the
state committee {s to appolnt necessary personnel, to govern disbursements of
funds for carrying out the provisions of this chapter, to aid the counlLy com-
mittee in carrying out their duties, to receive, file and consider plans for
organization of USD, "to appoint by May 1, 1969, a county comnittee in any
county in which no county committee {s elected as required by this chapter", to
malke recommendations for modifications to the county committee USD plans, and
"to review all plans of organization submitted to it and either approve such plans
or reject them with reasons for such rejection and recommendations for making the
plan acceptable, ---The state committee shall reject a plan of organization only
if it fails to comply with the provisions of this chapter. 1f a plan is rejected,
a county committee may resubmit a modificd Plan as often as necessary. When a
plan of organization becomes an approved plan, the state committee shall make a
order establishing the unified school district according to the approved plan of
organization; said order shall be the final administrative determination---, The
order providing for the establishment of the unified district shall become effect-
ive and binding ten (l0) days after {t is so flled." (with the county clerk)

The law authorized the state committee to reorganize any territory not
included in an apprnved plan of reorganization and to provide for trustees for
such unified dfstricts as may be so established.

County committees, selected by Aprit 1, 1969 are required to submit a plan
of organization by January 1, 1971, hold public hearings within the courncty. Com-
mittees are required to advise and cooperate with committees {n adjoining counties,
, and equitable allocation of assets and debts of affected districts must be made,
The law requires that the plan of organizatfon include a date for initial
election of a board of trustees for the proposed USD, and that such an election
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é is to be prior to January 10, 1972. It also provides for appeal of the decision
i of the state committee by any citizen or taxpayer of the territory involved, and
! prevents bond issues by existing Elementary school districts without approval of
} county state committees, and provides additional state alds for any USD whose

{ total fiscal resources have been red od by reorganization.

g Footnotes

E 1Subcommtttee of the Comnittee for the White House Conference on Education
i "In What Ways Can We Organize Qur Schoois More Efficiently and Economicalliy?" A
§ Statistical Survey of School District Reorganization In the United States, 1954-55,
{ (Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1955), p. 1

k 2Carter V., Good, Dictionary of Education (New York: McGraw -~ Hi{ll Book Co.
!\ 1959), p. 182,
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CHAPTER 111

THE INTERMEDIATE UNIT

The NEFP special project on "Schiool District Reorganization and the Dis-
tribution of Stute Alds" cncompasses a twenty-ycar longitudinal study of the
{ntermediate unit, The definition of the intermediate unit used for this study
i1s the one used by the Unfted States Qffice of Education. This definition is:

"A unit smaller than the state which exists primar{ly to
provide consultattve, advisory, or statistical servlces

to local basic administrative unils or to uxercise certaln
regulatory and Inspectoral functions over local basic
administratlve units, An fntermediate unlt may operate
schools and contract for school services, but it does not
exist primarily to render such services. Such unfts may
or may not have taxing power,"!

Although many defintticns have been used by numerous writers in the field this
definltiion used by the U, S, Oftlce of Educatlon svems te describe the middle
echelon of school adminlstration that existed prior to World War 11 and also
the evolving unit of the preseat,

Hlstory of the Intemmediate Unit Prior to World War I1

The original structure of the {nterrediale unit was basically the office
of the county supcrintendent of schools, That offfice was created across the
natlon to assist state educction officfa.r {n the operation of a system of
schools prilmarily concerned with instruction on the clementary level. The county
level of government scemed a logical level for the adminfstralion of this state
function, It became the connecting link between the state and the local school
distrlets, In some states the township was the [irst Intermediate level of school
administration. Tn this period of our nation's development the intermediate unit
served a dual purposc. It enabled the state to encourage lecal communities to
provide an elementary educatfon for all children that took into account desirable
state-wide standards. It also enabled the local school districts to control and
support their schools as a functfon of government on the local level.

As cities developed cextensfve schiool programs through the secondary level,
they were excluded from the immediate concern of the intermediate unit {rom state
to state. In many southern states the county unit became the local unit of school
administration and incorporated into one unit the local level and the intermediate
level of school administration,

After World War II two patterns of concern cmerged on the educational hor{izon.
One was an expanded interest in developing secondary education for all of America's
youth. The other was a concern that many existing local school units were not
capable of providing the type of education needed at the elementary level. Both
of these concerns divectly affected the intermediate unit of school administrattlon.

6.2
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After World War II the forty-eight states had the following types of inter-
mediate units of school administration:

Twenty-aight states used the county as the Intermediate unit.

L,

2. One state, New York, used both the supervisory union and the
board of cooperative educational services as intermedfate u-its,

3. The six New England states used the supervisory unfon as a
quasi-intermediate unit.

4. Thirteen states did not have an intermediate unit because they

used the county and individual cities as the local units of
school administration.

The Ewerging Intermediate Unit

With the reduction in tne number of local school districts and the efforts
to provide secondary education the intermediate unit had to change. The inter-
mediate unit concerned primarily with elementary school districts was no longer
nceded. 1he future of the intermediate unit provided two choices. It could
cease to exist when the elcmentary school districts were discontinued or {t
could serve the current needs of elementary and secondary education in the new

pattern of local school districts.

The future of the Intermediate unit was studied, discussed and in some
cases changed by legislation. <The legislative and professional study commissions
in the respective states, the study commissions of national professfonal associa-
tions, the doctoral dissertations and recently the Title TIT planning activities
concerned with a new fraomework for intermediate units are legion. One change
for the intermed{ate unit i{s common to all of these, That change is a transition
from the regulatory function to the service function of intermediate units.
Coupled with this change is a restructuring of the boundaries of the intermediate
units to reflect the socto-economic arcas that exist irrespective of county lines.
The greatly reduced nunber of local school districts makes direct contact between
the states and the local districts feasible for the needed vegulatory and data
gathering functions ol the state, The list of educational services provided

through intermediate units today goes far beyond the imagination of the men who
created the intermediate unit in the carly history of educational development in

the nation.
urrent Status of the Intermediate Unit

The service fuaction has reshaped the intermediate unit, The states that

have not shifted tc this fdeca have seen the intermediate unit drop out of a
In 1969 the

significant place in the cducational structure in their state,

pattern of the intermediate unit organization was as follows:

Nineteen states used the county as the {ntermediate unit.

1.
Four of these states (Colorado, lowa, Nebraska and Texas
were fn a transitional phase where the counties were being
replaced with area intermediate units,
2. Eleven states used an arca approach for a service-oriented unit,
3. Six utates used supervisory unions as quasi-intermediate units.
4. Nincteen states did not have any legally created intermediate units.

A description of the services performed by intermediate units and the means
of support for current intermediate units is incorporated {n another part of

this report,



TABLE 3-1
THE INTERMEDIATE UNIT AS A
SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

49 1569
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County
Unit
Area
Unit
Super=~
visory
Unions
Noune
County
Unit
Area
Unit
Super-
visory
Unions
None
Year
Legislation
Authorized
Area Units

Alabama X

bl e

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado X 1967 _
Connecticut X X
Delaware
Florida
Ceorgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
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1969 (2
X 1957
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Kansas
Kentucky X
Louisiana X

| |x

Maine X X
Maryland X X
Massachusetts X X
Micaigan X 1962
Minnesota 1969 &)
Mississippi
¢ Missouri

' Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
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X 1967
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New Hampshire X X
New Jersey

>
>

New Mexico X X
New York Xl X X X 1948
North Carolina X X

North Bakota
Qhio
Oklahowma

2
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Oregon X 1967
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Pennsylvania X 1969
Rhode 1sland X X

fouth Carotina
South Dakota

Tennessee X X
Texas X X | X 1565
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Utah x|l X [©)

Vermont . X X

Virginia X — X

Washington X X 1965

West Virginia X X

Wisconsin X X 1965

Wyoming X __Ix1 1969 (8)

Totals 28 1 ? 13 19 § 11 [} 19

NOTES:

1. As of August 7, 1969, the county board of education is authorized to hire
a secretary in lieu of a county school supervisor,

2. Legislation in 1969 changed the office of county superintendent to super-
{ntendent of educat{onal service region. By 1973 all territory is to be
part of those regions. The size of the regions will be determined by a
stipulated minimum population,

3. As of July, 1969, the office of county superintendent was terminated {n
all counties with the record keeping function being transferred to the
offices of the county register of deeds.

4. As of December 31, 1970, the elective office of county superintendent
will cease to exist, County boards of commissioners may appoint a county
superintendent to serve for any period of time until December 31, 1972,
after which the office of county superintendent will terminate in the state
of Minnesota,

5., Legfalation in 1967 authorized two counties to jointly employ one superintendent

6. A joint legislative commission was authorized to draft a legisiative proposal
for the establishment of education resource centers that would be given con-
sideration by the Ohic General Assembly during 1970,

7. Legislation in 1963 auvthorfzed $175,000 for research and {nnovation which
would include the development of regional service centers.

8. Legislation in 1969 abolished the office of county superintendent and

permitted any combination of districts to coaperate to provide educational
services.

-
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TABLE B-Il

The Current Status of the
Intermediate Unit in the States
Using this Organizational Structure

Counties as Counties as Atea Inter- Desfgnation of
units of Intermediate mediate {ntermediate
civil gov. school units school ynits area units
Arizona 14 t4 !
Arkansas 75 73
California 58 58%k
Colorado 63 17 16 Boards of Cooper=
ative services
Connecticut#* 8 11 Supervisory union
Illinois 102 102 Inftiated Educational
1969 service region
Indiana 92 16
Iowa 99 31 27 Joint county systems
Kansas 105 0
Maine* 16 85 Supervisory union
Massachusetts* 14 54 Supervisory union
Michigan 83 60 Intermedfate unit
¢ Minnesota 87 33
Miesissfppi 82 11
Missouri 114 k1
Montana 56 56
Kebraska 93 91 19 Educational service
unit
New Hampshirek 10 42 Supervisory union
| New Jersey 21 21
! New York 62 70 Supervisory districts
i 56 BOCES
i North Dakota 53 53
i Chio 88 88
' Oklahoma 77 77
i Oregon 36 14 Intermediate
! education district
i Pennsylvanis 67 29 Intermediate unit
¥ South Carolina 46 16
i South Dakota 67 64
i Texas 254 202 20 Regional media and
‘ service centers
| Vermont#* 14 46 Supervisory union
: Washington 39 6 intermediate districts
: Wisconsin 72 19 Cooperative educational
service agency
Wyoming 23 Infitiated Boards of cooperative
1969 educational services

*It is debatable whether these states should be classified as states with
intermediate units.

**California has six counties in this total of fifty-eight that also serve
as the local district unit. :
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PROFILE OF REGIONAL AND INTERMEDIATE UNITS

For the purposes of this study the definition of intermedfate units will
be the one used by the United States Office of Educatfon {n its biennfal surveys
of education., These surveys are entitled, STATISTICS OF STATE SCHOOL SYSTEMS:
ORGANIZATION, STAFF, PUPILS AND FINANCES.

"Intermediate units for public school administration,
opereting between the state and the local level, {nclude
countties, parts of counties (multiple county units) and
supervisory unions. The main responsibility of inter-
mediate units has been not the operation of schools but
the rendering of consultative, advis ry and statistical
services, and the exercise of regula“ory and inspectorfal
functions."

According to the literature searched on intermediate units and confirmed
by the respective state departments of education in thefr responses to a question-
naire designed for this project, the following states do not have intermediate units
in their public school organization:

1. Alabama 9, Nevada

2. Delaware 10. New Mexico

3. Florida 11. North Carolina
4, Georgia 12. Rhode 1sland
5, Idaho 13, Tennessee

6. Kentucky 14. Utah

7. Louisiana 15, virginia

8. Maryland 16. West Virginia

Arizona
1, Existing Units

Number There are fourteen county units that serve as intermediate units.

Type 7he county units serve as a weak regulatory arm of the state. Thelr
main function {n this area {s to see that the state courses of study are being
used in local districts and that the state regulations rcgarding textbooks are
being observed. The county superintendent is primarily a clin{cal manager for
the schools in each county. The most i{mportant functions of his office are the
detatls of finance. School funds are apportioned through this office in accord-
ance with the budgetary and apportionment standards for the various school dis-
tricts. Vouchers for claims and salaries are paid by his warrant drawn on the
county treasurer and charged to che appropriate school fund. From this accounting
function his office supplies financial data to the state department of educatior.

Size The typical county serving as an intermediate unit {s approximately
8,000 square miles.

Expenditures The cost of maintaining this office is an obligation of the
county board of supervisors in each respective county. For 1968-69 the Annual
Report of the Arizona Superinteadent of Public Instruction (p. 90-91) reports a
total expenditure of $676,000 for these fourteen county units.

o'
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2. Legal Basis

Statutory The office of the county superintendent of schools v . worized
in the State Constitution, Avticle 11, Section 2, in 1910. The po- ! duties
of the office were included in the State Constitution, Ar:idcle 12, ' 4, in
1910. Revisious of the office were made in 1912, 1913, 1927, 1928, . and
1947,

Levy Authority The office of the county superintendent has no ty to
levy taxes., All levies for education on the county level must be he
county board of supervisors.

State Aid The county as an intermediate unit does not qualify state
atds. 1t does, however, receive 1% of all federal funds paid to | victs
to cover the administration and accounting costs of the countv off hese
adZed spectal programs.

Kelationship to Districts Th: county as an intzrmediate unit ' local

districts In meetfng the requircments of operation, program and r¢
established by .he state.

3. Program

Services 3Bdesides the accounting services described above the the
couniy superintendent keep a current file of certificates and hea’ tions
for all teazhers in the county. in c:unties with unorgunized tey: county
superintendent does administer the accommodation scheols and the - anes-

portation. 1In a few counties the county superintendent aiso admi
needed programs for "homebound" childver,

Arkensas
1. Exisiing Units

Number There are sevcntly-three counties which function as i: nits,
The other two ceuntics opcrate 18 local districts under permf.sis 1 of
1967.

Iype The county units scrvc as a regulatory atm of the staty n

functions are to maintain standards {n schools and collect data [
department of cducation.

Size he typlcal county serving as an Intcrmediate unit is ap, . 5
700 square milcs.,

Expenditures The expenditures for these units are made from the general
county funds. For the 1965-66 s-hool year th USOE reported total expenditutes
of $731,000 for the seventy-three intermediate units.

2. Legel Basis

Statutory 1In 1919 county boards of education were crerted to replace county
courts as the supervising agency for schools in each county. This bacic law was
reviced in 1941, 1949, 1953, 1957, 1967 and 1969. The 1941 law exciundcd sctools
who employed their own superintendent.

Levy Authority The fintermediate unit dees not have any authority to levy
taxes. The costs of the vnits ate pald from geneval county funds.

State Afd Part of the cost of the salary of the county rupervisor of scheols
is pald by the state. This is pald as a flat-grant. The 1969 law (Act 499, Sec.
9) establishes this grant as the average teacher salary in the state for a recent
year. Opportunity school afd is the orly other ald paid by the state.

Relationship to Districts The intermediate unit supervises local districts
under its jurisdiction. 1Tt supervises electinns In local districts and apprcves
budgets for local districts. 1t has the power to change districts and transfer
puplis from school to seheool. 1t also Is responsible for administering the
compulsory attendance law.
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3. Program

Scrvices 1In a limited nunber of cases the county office administers the
free textbook program for the schools of the county. It is also authorized
to conduct opportunity school classes for flliterate adults.

California
1. Existing units

Nurber There are flfty-two intermedfate units i{n the state providing services
and coordination for the local districts within thelr boundarfes. Six counties
are unified districts, which means they operate as a school district with a super-
intendent and governing board, which also serves as the County Board of Education.
These six counties are Alpine, Del Morte, Mariposa, Plumas, San Francisco and
Sierra.

1ype The county units functfon primarily as service and coordinaticn agencies
for lecal districts, They do perform a limited number of ministerial dutfes
required by the state.

Size The California countice are large. As an example the San Bernadina
county covers as much territory (over 23,000 square miles) as Connecticut,
Massachuretts and New jersey combined. The medfan sfzed county {n the state
{s approximately 1500 square miles.

Expendftures During 1965-66 the fifty-two §ntermediate units spent $47,346,916
for salaries, travel and other expenses. This represents slightly more than two
percert of the amount spent by local districts that year.

2, Llegal Basis

Statutory The county superintendency was created as an office in the state
Constitution of 1849, The laws of 1921, 1929, 1931, 1947 and 1955 all extended
the services. The county office was authorized to provide for local districts.

Levy Authorfty The county superintendert {s a ccunty office and thus part
of its support comes from a levy made by the county beard. For certain specific
functions the county board of education may levy up to a specified amount.

State Aid In the laws that have charged the office of the county superinten:
dent with the specfalized functions the state has provided for special state aids.
The ailds are claimed difectly from the state based on actual budget reports from
the offfce of the county superintendent.

Relatlonship to Districts The county as an fnte. ¢ iate unit in California
§s service orfented. It provides assistance In areas :lcre local districts are
too small to economically provide a needed education service, The Intermedlate
unit is authorieed to provide direct secvices to districts of less than 901 1f
elementary, 301 if high schocl, and 1501 ff unified. 1t is authorfzed to eperate
certain special schools and programs. These activities may fnvolve as high as
5000 students fn a county. The county super intendent s also authorlized to
provide a coordinating service for all distrfcts under his jurisdiction. Many of
these services involve contractual agreementa between (wo or more local districts.
The renewal of the contracts provides & continual re-educatfon of the need and
results of the specialfred programs.

3. Program

Services The services provided are numerous. Basfcally they are curriculum,
special or business services. Examples ate: 1) Los Angeles county operates five
schools for handicapped children, 2) San Diego ccunty operates a catr pool of autos
ard trucks as well a3 a modile indusirial arts shop, 3) Ohispo county provides
the services of supervisors in curriculum ffelds as well as a dental hyglenist
and a prodatfon ltafson person.

12
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Colorado

1. ‘Existing Units

Number There were sixty-three county units operating as intermediate unfits
in 1966. Permissive legislation was passed in 1967 enabling counties to vote on
the termination of th: office of county superintendent. This was part of the
legislation which authorized local districts to voluntarily form boards of co-
operative services. As of October, 1969, the office of the county superintendent
was terminated in forty-three counties and sixteen voluntary boards of cooperative
services had been formed.

Type The county units were primarily regulatory arms of the state. The nevly
formed boards of cooperative services are extensions of the local districts with
providing services their primary responsibility.

Size The county units vere each approximately 1600 square miles in area.

The boards of cooperatfve services are approxiriately three times as large.

Expenditures 1In 1965-66 the United States Office of Educatfcn reported a
total expendfiture of $396,000 for the sixty-three county units. The vecently
formed boards of cooperative services dealt with contracts between various com-
binations of districts. This makes any tabulation of expenditures for the new
units extremely difficult and of questionable accuracy.

2. legal Bas's

Statutory The office of county superintendent was provided for in Article
X1V, Sec. 8, of the Colorado State Constitution in 1876, The dutfes of the
office were revised in 1883, 1887, 1908, and 1953. The 1967 legislation author-
fzed elections in counties to abolish tre offfice.

Levy Authority Taxes for the suppert oi the county superintendent’s office
in the twenty counties are levied by the county cemmissioners. The boards of
cooperative services do not have any authority to levy taxes. All revenues for
thetr activities must cowe from the local districts or from special grants.

State Afid No state aid is paid to the county units nor to the newly formed
boards of cooperative services for the administrative functions. State aid may
be claimed by the boards of ccoperative services for programs that qualify for
specfal state aids, These aids may be claimed by the respective local districts
or the board of cooperative services.

J. Program

Setvices The county units '> not provide any speclalived services for the
local distric.s. The newly formed boards of cooperative services coordinate a
wide variety of speclal edicational services. These range from accounting to
toologica) field trips and include curriculum consultants, special area teachers,
student camping, adult ecficatfonal TV, library servites, health services, etc.

Connecticut
1, Existing Units

Number There are eleven supervisory unfon districts that serve as quasi-
intermediate units.

Iype These units serve as an extension of the local districts with financial
help from the state. They do not serve as a separate organitatfonal structur
between the local districts and the state.

Site 10 area the supervisory unions are relatively small vhea compared to a
typical county in the natlon.

2. Legal dasia

Statutory In 190) the General Assemdbl: authorired supervising agerts (really
superintendents of schools) for small towns esploying a ainiwum nunber of teachars.

an.an
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The agents were paid by the state but subject to direction from the local board.
Revisions in this supervisory union were made in 1921, 1930, 1931, 1937, 1939,
1941, 1945 and 1969. These supervisory unfons are not to be confused with
regional schools established for special programs such as agriculture, adult
~ducatfon and special education. The regional districts are real., operated as
local school districts,

Levy Authority These quasi-firtermediate units do not have any authority to
levy taxes, They must rely on the local districts served for any expenses above
and beyand the salaries paid by the state.

State Aid The salary of the superintendent and supervisors are paid by the
state. These units do not qualify for any ocher type of staie aid,

3. Program

Services The supervisory unfon assists the local districts in meeting the
requirements of operation, program and reporting as established by the state.
Spec{al education programs arve coordinated through this office, however, the
operation and financing of a joint venture must be done by the local town districts.

Illinois
1. Existing Units

Number in 1968 there were 102 county units serving as intermediate units in
the state. 1969 legislation authorizes a voluntary reduction in this number by
1923,

Iype The county units serve as a regulatory arm of the state. The new units
will be oriented toward providing services.

Size The average county unit was approxinately 560 square miles in area.

The new units will bz combinations of countiesa with the area increasing accord-
ingly,

Expenditure For 1965-66 the United States Office of Education reported total
expenditures of $2,896,000 for the 102 county units. The new units are author fzed
to prorate tte costs to the respective counties using the equalized and assessed
value of sroperty as the base,

2. .egal Basis

Statutory The office of the county superintendent was provided for in
Article 8, Paragraph 5, of the lllinols State Constitution. Laws of 1845 and
1847 outlined the duties of the office. 1In 1945 a county boa-d of education
was created to replace township boards. The relationship between the county
board and the county superintendent {s defined in the laws of 1945, 1951, 1953,
and 1961, The ‘egislation in 1969 changed the office of county superintendent
to the superintendent of an educational tervice region. This same legislation
auvnorized counties to form tegions with minimum populaticns stipulated.

Levy Authority The tounty units as intermediate units had no taxing authority.
The new regions do not have tex authority either.

State Aid Under the County system the state paid the salary of the super-
intendent and the assistant superintendent plus an additional $300 for supervisory
services perforwed by the tounty units. The new units will qualify for state aid
ordinarily paid for the special programs and services they provide.

Relatlonships to Districts The county unit supervised reporta of local dis-
tricts. It filed the treasurer's bonds. It apportioned funds allotted for land
districts, The new units wili continue these administrative setvices in addition
to coordinating and offering many specializcd instructional and personnel services.

3. Program
Services The county unit maintsined a re'erence lidrary of text materials for

"1
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the common school districts. It also conducted the testing program for the
high school equivalence certiffcates. The new units will administer and coordi-
nate cooperative or joint educational programs.

Indiana

1. Existing Units

Number As of July, 1969, the number of coun:ies operating as i{ntermediate
units was sixteen., This is a decrease from ninuty in 1954.

Typ2 These units serve as a regulatory arn of the state. With the reor-
ganization of small school districts the repulatory function s handled directly
from the state to the local district. Thi« has precluded the need for the county
as an f{ntermediate unit when all schools {n a county have reorganized.

Sfze The typical intermedfate unit serving one county is approximately 400
squarc aifes in area. ’

Expenditures The costs of operating the {ntermndiate unit are paid by the
county. For the twenty-eight units operated during 1965-1966 the United States
Offfce of Education reported total expenditures of $1,010.000.

2. legal Basis

Statutory The county unit was created in 1873 to replace the then existing
township syster. In 1899 the city schools ewploying superintendents were excluded
from the jurisdiction of the county unft, Revisions of the county unit were made
fn 1913, 1927, and 1953. When all districts in a county are reorganized the office
of the county superintendent has been abolirhed.

Levy Authority The county as an intermediate unit has no taxing suthority.
(Lake and Deatborn counties are exceptions.)

State Ald Any special education programs operated by an Intermediste unit
may collect the state afd for that program. 1In 1970 this will terminate.

Relatfonship to Districts The county ui {t assists local districts to meet
the requirements of programs, operation and reporting as established by the
state.

3. Program

Services Specfal education programe are cperated by intermediate units ir a
limited number of cases, Through legistation in 1953 the county unit may act as
the coordinating agent for joint employment of personnel and the joint purchases
of supplies by local school district.

lova

1. Existing Units

Number As of July, 1969, there were fifty-efght intermediate units in
fova. Thirty-one of these served a single county. Tventy-one setved fifty
counties which retatned thelr separate county boards of educat{i but were
served and administered by joint apreements with other counties., Six tetved
eighteen counties that had werged with the County Board of Educstion as well as
the administratfon and service functions.

Iype The Intermedlate units serve two functions. One is to be t e regulatory
arm of the state, The other is to be a service agency for the local ichool dis-
tricts within 1ts doundaries,

Sfre The typical county serving as an intermediate unit is appreximately 350
square miles {n area. As counties merge or as they enter joint agreements the
area setved increases correspondingly.

Expenditares For the 1968-1969 school year the average expenditure for the
operating fntermediate units was $177,000.

e
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2. Legal Basis

Statutory The office of the county superintendent was created in 1858,

The laws of 1862, 1906, 1913, 1933, 1947 and 1957 extended-the service: recquired
of this offfce and raised the requirements of the pérsons seeking the office.

The 1947 law provided for a county board of educatfon. The 1957 law authorized
the joint employment of a county superintendent. The 1965 law authorized a joint
board of education for two or more counties.

Levy Authorfty The county board of supervisors may levy from .25 to .75 of
a mill for library purposcs for the schools in thz county. The county board of
education certifies fts levy on which there is no limit,

State Afd The intermediate units operating specfal programs that qualify
for specfal atds may claim the aid. No atd is paid to the intermediate units
for thelr administration or rcgulatory functions.

Relatfonship to Districts The i{ntermediate unit is service ortented. It
provides help in areas where the tocal districts are too small to economically
provide a particular educational service. 1In somc areas of the state, inter-
mediate units operate specfal programs and in some cases they merely provide
consultant:.

3, Program

Services Administrative services are provided with an emphasis on coordina-
tion and promotional activities. Classes are conducted for educable, trafnable
and homabound pupils. Psychologlsts, speech therapists and audio-visual specfa-
1§sts are hired to serve schools. Consultants are pr vided In the arcas of
testing, special education, and curticulun. In some cases curriculum writing
teams have teen employed by thc intermediate unit for an area-wide curriculum.

Kansas
1. Extisting tinits

Number The 105 county units existing in 1952 have all been terminatcd as
of July 1, 1969. The records have been transferred 2o the offices of the County
Register of Deeds.

Iyce The units during their ex'stence served as a regulatory arm of the
state.

Sire During their existence these units averaged approximately 800 square
mites in area.

Expenditures The expenses of the county offices were paid from the general
county fund. For the year 1965-66 the United States Office of Eduzation reported
total expenditures of $700,000 for the 105 county units.

2, Legat Basis

Statutory The office of county superintendent was created in 1861. Revis-
fons wete made in 1868, 1869, 1876, 1881, 1951 and 1953 prior to fts termination
In 1969.

Levy Authority The county unit had no authorit; to levy a tax. The count
boards of supervisors made the levy for the operatisnal expenses of the county
unit.

State Afd The county as an {ntermedfate unit did not qualify for any state
aid.

Relationship to Districts 1he county unit assisted local districts to meet
the state cejuirements for programs, operating procedures and reports. 1in 1953
the county boatd was permitted to act {a place of the boatds of common districtse
and rural high schools {f they tequested this to be done.

"9
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1. Progran
Services No special educational services were provided through the county
units. One exception to this was the permlssive legislation Lhat alloved a
county board to employ a nurse to serve schools in counties over 175,000

population.

Maine
1. Existing Units

Numb2t There were eighty-five supervisory unio~ districts in 1966 covering
the sixteen counties in the state.

Type These unilts served as an extension of the local district with financial
support from the state.

Sfze Each unft is appreximately 375 square miles {n area.

Expraditures The expenditures is approximately §14 per pupil in the districts
served.

2. lLepil tasis

Statutory In 1954 supervisory unions were mcde mardatory for all districts
with fewer than seventy-five teachers. This law revised in 1957 and again i(n
1963,

Lcvy Authority The supervisory union has no authority to levy taxes. (ts
cosls are passed on to the districts it serves.

State Aid The supervisory union deoes not qualify for any state aid,
Relationship to Districts The supervisory union as an intermediate unit
asslsts local districts in meeling reavirements of operation, program and report-

ing as estadblished by the state.

J. Program
Service No special educational services are provided through the supervisory
unfion district.

Massachisetlts
1. Exicting Units

Number There were fifty-four supervisory union districts in 1966 covering
the fourteen countfri of the state.

Iyp2: These unfits serve as an estension of the local districts with financial
help from the state. They do not serve as a separate organfrzational structutre
between the local districts and the state, The regional districts authorized in
1949 are in-practice local districts operating to provide a special education
program.

Size 1The supervisoty unions are relatively small in arca when compared to
the typical county in the natlon. The fourteen countics in the state were [n
part covered by the f{fty-four supervisory unions,

2, Llegal Basis

Statutory The union superintendency wis authorized in 1870. 1t enabled
two or more disteicts to share the ervices ol a superintendent, sujervisors
and auxiliary personnel. 1In 1949, the regional school district planning boards
w;;; created. The laws affecting these were revised fn 1951, 1952, 1955 and
1960,

Levy Authorfty Neither the supervisory nnions nor the regional schocl dis-
tricts have taxing authority. Their respective costs are passed on to the
district they serve,

State Afd 7The districts In supervisory unicas qualify for two-thirds of the
superintendent's salary and expenses. The regional districts may clata the state
ald for specisl programs they sre opersting. The teglonal distelicts also qualify
for building atds.
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3, Program

Services The supervisory union assists the tocal districts to meet the
state requirements in program, operating procedures and reports. The office
coordinates Joint programs but the operation and financing of such programs
must be done by the local town districts. The regional school districts
conduct vocational programs, special educatfon programs and in some cases
employ physicians and nurses. The costs for these programs and services are
prorated back (o the local town districts.

Michigan
1. Existing Units
Number There were sixty intermediate units in 1969 serving all the elem-

entary and secondarv schools {n the eighty-three counties.

Iype These uni.s are service oriented to provide educational services not
avatlable {n {ndividual districts.

Size The units range In efze from 294 square miles to 2496 square miles
with a medfan sfze of 701 square miles.

Expenditures For 1965-66 the state board of education yeported total expend-
ftures of §9,326,147 for the sixty intermediate units.

2. l.egal Basis

Statutory The present fntermedtate units are an out-growth of the county
units created in 1841, The present legal structure dates from 1962 when the
intermedfiate unit was crecated to replace and expand on the then existing county
unfts,

Levy Authority The intermediate unit has the same general taxing authority
as local districts in the state. Contingent upon a successful election, bonds
may be sold to provide fucilities for vocational educatfon and special education.

State Aid The intermediate units qualify for special state aid allowances
for each teacher employed f{n a typical education program and for expenses
incurred for specialized personnel.

Relationships to Districts The {utermediate units provide services requested
by local distrlets. They are the coordinating agencies for tervices that {ndivid-
val districts cannot provide on an {ndividual bas{s.

3. Program

Services Intermediate units provide consultants and supetvisors upon request.
They hire speclal education teachers. 1lhey direct, supervire and conduct coopera-
tive educaticen ptograms. They are permitted to conduct vocattonal scheols and
also schools for juveniles who are wards of the county.

Ninnesota
1. Existing Unlts

Number As of July 1, 1969, thete wvere thirty-‘hree counties that opetated
with a tounty superintendent. Three intermediate units have been authorized in
the metropolitan atea. Three units have been erpowered to operate area vocational
schouls, At of December 31, 1970, the elected office of the county suserinten-
dent will terminate, The 1969 legislation authorized the boards of county com-
misstoners to appofut a county superiantendent for any period of time up to
Decomber 31, 1972, to complete the necessary business of the office.

Iype The ccunly unit serves 38 & regulatory arm of the state. Spacfalized
cducation retvices offered through the tounty units are found infrequently. The
fntermediate districts suthorized In the metropolitan area are empowered to offer
a specialized educational prograe.

Size The average size of the county units s approximately 9,100 squate nmiles.

Expenditures  The ¢ounty units ate suppcttcd dy genetal county funds,
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2. Legal Basis

Statutory 1%he county units were establ’shed as a regulatory arm of the
state {n 1862, The county superintendency was authorized in 1864 as an
appointive offfre. The basfic dutfes were written fnto law in 1905 and revisions
have been made in 1941, 1947, 1953, 1955, 1957, and 1963. The legislatfon pro-
vides for the termination of the county superintendent as aa elective offfce and
as an appointive office. The threc intermedfate districts were authorized in
1967 and 1969.

Levy Authority The coualy units are supported through a levy of the county
board of commissioners. The newly authorized intermediate districts may levy a
property tax within their bo:ndarfes up to a statutory limit.

State Aid The county unfts do not qualify for state aid. The intermediate
districts will qualify for aid based on the ADM of the pupils enrolled in the
authorfzed programs.

Relationship to Districts The county unit does a limited amount of reporting
for all common and independent districts in the county. It supervises the opera-
tion of the common 8chool districts through teachers and board members of the
common districts. The intermediate districts will operate as a unit separate
from the districts within their boundaries.

3, Program

Services The county units provide supervision and regulatory services only.
They do not conduct any educatfon programs for pupfls. The intermediate districts
will be conducting typical vocational school programs with the possible addition
of driver trafining and special education.

Mississippi
1. Exfisting Units

Number Out of eighty-two counties, eleven operate as intermedfate units.

There are sixty-eight counties that operate as the local unit ol school organiza-
tion.

Iype The county unit serves as a regulatory arm of the state. 1ts mafia
concerns are to maintain standards in schuols and collecl data for the state
departwent of education.

Size The typical county serving as an intermediate unit is approximately
500 square miles in area.

Expenditures For 1965-66 the United States Office of Education reported
$261,000 as the total expenditures for the eleven intermediate unfts in Mississippi.

2. Legal Basis

Statutory The couunty superintendency is provided for in the Constitu*ion
(Article 8, Section 204) which was adopted in 18%0., 1n 1953 countywide school
systems were authorized to replace the existing county intermediate units., In
1956 the county superintendent was abolished In counties where municipal dis-
tricts covered the entire cournty.

Levy Authority The fntermediate unit must rely on the county boards of
supervisors for its funds, [t does not have aulhorily to levy taxes. The count
ad valorea tax is 8 levy made by the county board of supervisors.

State Afd Each county fs allotted for "county administration" expenses. A
sum of $15,000 plus $25 for each teacher unit In excess of fifty units, not to
exceed $20,000. The county does act as the {ntermediate agent f{n collecting state
aid for local districts and then distributing it to the local districts.

Relatfonship to Districts The county as an intermediate unit assists local
districts to meet the state rejuirements of programs, operating procedures and
reports. It arranges for high school students living fn a district without h(gh
schools to attend in another district as non-resident students,
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3. Program
Services The intermediate unit is mainly supervisory and thus it provides
very limited educational services. It does supervise the distribution of the
state's free textbooks in the county. It does the accounting of funds rececived
and disbursed by the local districts. Transportation of students i{s coordinated
through the intermediatc unit office.

Missourd

i. Existing Units

Number 1In 1968 there were thirty-four {ntermediate units in the state.
This was a reduction of efghty from the one-hundred foultteen that existed
in 1964, )

Iype The present intermedfate units are serving as repulatory arms of the
state. A limited number of administrative services arc provided to local dis-
tricts within the boundartes of the respective intermediate units.

Size The typical county seiving as an intermcdiate unit is approximately
650 square miles in area.

Expenditures For 1965-66 the United States 0ffice of Education reported
§$515,000 as the total expenditures for the fifty-ninc intermedfate units then
in existence.

2. Legal Basis

Statutory The offfce of county superintendeat {s providel for In the State
Constitution adopted In 1945, Signafficant revisicns were mave tn (962, The
1965 law permitted an election to terminate the officc where {t was responsihle
for fewer than three schools end 250 pupils.

Levy Authority The intermediate unit has no authority to levy tares. 1t
must fely on the county boards ef supervisors for its operating cxpenses.

State Aid Considerable categorical aid is pafd by the state te the inter-
mediate unit for spectfic functions. The functicns include the budget officer,
the superintendent's salary, the tranrportstion supervisor, clerical help and
travel of the county board.

Relationship to Districts The intermediate unit has the responsibility of
general supervision over all schools except where a school employs a super-
intendent who devotes half of his time to supervision. The county superinten-
dent acts as the transportatfon supervisor for all common districts,

). Program
Services Special educational services other than of an administrative nature
ure not provided.

Monteaa
1. Existing Units

Number There were fifty-sfx county units that served as intermediate units
in Montana in 1968,

Iype Theste units are mainly regulatory arms of the state. They do serve as
8 tax base fo: the foundation levy to support individual tchools {n Lhe county.

Sire The typical county serving as an fntermediate unit is approximately
2600 square milea in area.

Expendftures The expenses are pafd from the general fund of the respective
county governmen: s,

2. Legal basis
Statutory Yhe offfce of county superintendent was authorized {n the laws
of 1871. 1n 194" tevisions were enacted.
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Lev: . thorfty The county commissioners levy the county-wide foundatfon tax.
The coun - :Jpecintendent's office does not have authority to levy taxes.

Stat- .id The county unit does not jualify for any state aid. It appor-
tions the state aid for local districts in the county but It does not receive
any.

Relationship to Districts The county unit assisls local districts in meeting
the requirements of programs, operation and reporting as established by _he state.
It does this through school visitations and meetings conducted for school trustees.

3. Pregram
Ser:ices The county unit does not provide any special educational services
outside of th2 administrative area.

Nebraska
I, Existing Units

Number There were nineteen cducational setvice unfts that served as f{rter-
mediate units in Nebraska in 1968, At the same time ninety-one ot the ninety-
three counties were served by a county superintendent of schools.

Iype The county units serve as a regulatory arm of the state. The edu:a-
tional service units are criented to provide specialized services for local
districts.,

Sirze 7The Lypical county serving as an intermediate unit {s approximately
B850 squarc ollcs in area. The typical educational service unit covers approxie
mately 3000 sjuarc miles in area.

Expenditures For 1365-66 the United States Office of Education reported
$971,000 as the total expenditures for the ninety-one counties scrving as
intermediate units., For 1367-68 the nineteen cducational service units spent
$1,236,000.

2. Legal Basis

Statutory The duties and powers of the office of county super{ntendent
were authorized in the laws of 1881, 1In 1961 legislation authtorfzed 4wo or
more cotaties to join in hiring a superintendent. 1In 1967 legislation author-
fred a county to hire a part-time superintendent. Also in 1967 legislation
created the s'tucture ion ninetcen educational service units 5 cover all
terrftory in the state,

Levy Authority The office of the county superiniendent does not have any
authotrity to fevy taxes. His office {s responsible for A non-resident high
school tuition fund that fs levied by the county board of commissionecs. The
newly created service units do have the authority to levy a tax up to a liait
of one mill. For the 19567-68 school year the nineteen educational service
units received $2,168,915. Of this amount 87X came from the property tax levled
by thea.

State Aid The county unit does not qualily for any state ald. The service
units gualify for a limited amount of state aid for special education prograss.
For 1957-48 this atd accounted for less than 1% of the receipts for tue nineteen
educational service units,

Relationship to Districts The county unit assists local districts to meet
the state requircments for programs, operating procedures, atd reports. The
educational service units proride specfalized pertonnel and coordinate specialized
programs for the local districts.

3. Progran

Services The county provides education service for the handicapped. The
participating districts are billed for thefr proportionate share. When high
school districte are formed the county provides an elementary coordinator for
all the Class t disteicts within that high school district, With the formation
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of the educational service units the limited services of the county unfts have
for the most part been assumed by the multi-county service units.

New Hampshire
. Existing Units

Number There were forty-two supervisory unfon districts in 1968 covering
the ten counties in the state. The twenty-filve cooperative school districts
and the twelve authorized regional enrollment areas are in actual practice
tucal dfstricts serving a number of town schools which retain their separate
fdentities.

Iype Th. supervisory union districts serve as an extension of the local
districts with financial help from the state. They do not serve as a separate
organizational structure between the local Jistricts and the state.

The typical supervisory unior is relatively small when compared to
the county which is the basis of the intermediate unit in most states.

Expenditures The expenditures per pupil served by the supervisory union
is approximately $14 for the administrative services provided.

2, Legal Basis

Statutory 1In 1899 legislation authorfzed supervisory unfons. Revisions
were made in 1919, 1921, 1927, 1961 and 1965, In 1947 and 1963 authoritation
was given to form cooperative school districts and regional enroliment areas,

Levy Authorfty The supervisory union has no authority to levy taxes. Its
expenditures above and deyond the atate atd are billed to the constituent dis-
tricts.

State Aid The state pays a share of the salaries of the superintendent, the
aselistant superintendent, the business manager and subject consultants., The share
f« based on an equalization formula,

Relatfonship to Districts The supervisory union as an intermedfiate unft
assists local districts i{n weeting requirements of operatfon, proiram and report-
ing as established by the state.

). Program

§ Services The lupe;vlsory unions furnish adainistiative services. Cooperative
and area schools may conduct the full rrrge of educations) programs and specialized

scrvices.

H
¢
: New Jersey
1. Existing Units
Number Thete were twenty-one county units serving as fntermediate units in
1966,

Iype These units are primarily a regulatory arm of the state. There is a
limited effort to provide special education services thst individual districts
esnnot provide on an f{adividual bssis.

Size The typical county serving as an intermediate uaft is 350 square miles
in area.

Expenditures For 1965:66 the United States Office of Education reported total
expendftures of $506,000 for the twenty-<one fntermediate units. The costs of any
speciilfzed services are billed to the constituent districts ona prorats basis.

2. Legal Basis

Statutory lLegislation in 1903 authorized the state commissioner of education
to appoint a county superintendent {n each county. Revisions were made in 1912,
1913, 1924, and 1927. Legislation in 1931 authorized regional school districts
with the county Buperintendent designated as the general supervisor.
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Levy Authority The county office has no authority to levy taxes. The
county boards of supervisors levy the taxes to cover the gereral administration
expenses of the offfce. 1In regional districts created for special purposes
the people may vote tax levies and bend issues for the operation and facilities
needed for the particislar district.

State Aid The salary of the superintendent is paid by the state. Other
expenses of his office are general county obligations., The county superinten-
dent apportions state aid to local districts. The county unit qualifies for
special state aids for which specialized programs entitle them. Audio-visial
centers operated by a county will qualify fcr matching state funds up to a
maximum of $2500.

Retationship to Districts The county unit assists local districts to meet
the state requivements for programs, operating procedurec and reports. City
school districts with their own superintendents are excluded from the jurisdic-
tion of the county superintendent.

3. Program

Services The county units are concerned primarily with administrative
activities. They may operate audio-visual centers. The regional school dis-
tricts are authorized to provide programs in vocaticnal educati{on, special
education and health services.

New York
1, Existing Units

Number In 1948 there were 194 supervisory districts serving as intermediate
units., In 1965 seventy of these were sLill operating through studies authorized
by the legislature in 1945 and 1946, Legislation was passed in 1948 to authorize
the formation of boards of cooperative educational services. During 1968 there
were fifty-six {r operation.

Type The bourds of cocperative educational services are service criented.
They were formed as an interim structure until more adequate intermediate units
could be formed to replace the supervisory districts. The regulatory function
for the state is of very minor signiffance. These units exist to provide
specialized educational services to tne local districts in their area.

Expenditures For 1966-67 the total expenditures for the BOCES units was
$57,880,000. The sources of funds are state aids for all approved programs
and payments from local districts which share in the various services provided
by these units.

2. Legal Basis

Statutory Surervisory districts were authorfzed in 1910. In 1948 legisla-
tion authorized boards of cooperative educational services as a service oriented
intermediate untit in New York. These were intended to eventually replace the
supervisory districts. 1In 1967 legislation gave a permanent status to the BOCES
units,

Levy Authority The BOCES units do not have any authority to levy taxes. The
operating funds are derived from state aids and local districts.

State Aid The intermediate units may claim state aid for the salaries of
certificated personmel and administrative expenses up to a maximum amount per
person., The state aic¢s include administration, transportation, special education,
vocational courses and adult education., The aid payments are based on the aid
ratio for the respective districts.

Relationship to Districts Upon request of the local districts the intermediate
unit provides special education programs. ‘these units also act as the coordinating
agency in the joint employment of personnecl 2ad cooperative research, cooperative
purchasing and cooperative business operation.
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3. Program
Services The special services include vocational education, educatfon for

atypical children, pupil accounting, pupil transportation for pregrams in
operation, maintenancs and business activities., The joint sharing of personnel
i{s extensive.

North Dakota

1. Existing Units

Number There were fifty-three county units that served as intermediate
units in the state in 1968,

Type These units are mainly regulatory arms of the state. They do serve
as a tax base for the required twenty-one mill levy for education that is dis-
tributed to the local districts in the county with the $1 per capita tax levted
on each adult for education purposes.

Sige The typical county serving as an intermediate unit is approximately
1300 square miles in area.

Expenditures For the year 1965-66 the USOZ report $603,000 as the total
expenditures of the 53 intermediate units in the state.

2. Legal Status
Statutory The couaty superintendency was authorized in the Constitution
of 1889, Legislation concerning {t has been passed in 1890, 1895, 1897, 1399,
1905, 1911, 1913, 1943, and 1957, 1In 1967 legislation authorized two counties
to jointly employ one supetrintendent.
Levy Authority The county unit does not have authority to levy taxas. It
has to rely on the board of county commissioners, The twenty-one mill county
equalization levy required bty law is administered through the office of the
county superintendent, however, his office does not qualify for any part of {it.
State Atd These units do not qualify for any state aid. The state eyual-
ization fund is paid co the county and apportioned to local districts through
the office of the county superintendent.
Relationship to Districts The county unit assists local districts in meeting
the requirements of programs, operation and reporting as established by the state.
It does this through school visitations and meetings conducted for school officers

in the county.

3. Program
Services The county does mot provide any spr:cial educational services outside

of the administrative area.

Ohio
1. Existing Units

Number In 1968 there were 88 county units serving as intermediate units in
the state.

TIype These units served a dual purpose. They were regulatory arms of the
state and they also served as service agencies for local school districts.

Size The typical county serving as an intermediate unit was approximately
450 square miles in area.

Expenditures The office space and general maintenance are provided by the
respective county boards of commissfioners. There is considerible variation in
the overall services provided from county to county, In 1967-68 expenditures
ranged from $13,500 i{n one county to $293,600 in another county.

2, Legal Basis

Statutory The county unit was authorized in the Ohio Constitution. The laws
of 1953 authorized a county board with the power to provide services that individual

51
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districts could not feasibly provide for themselves. Presently a joint leg-
islative commission is drafting legislation to revise the intermediate unit
in Ohfo.

Levy Authority The county units do not have any authority to levy taxes.
After state aids are claimed the remaining costs are bitled to the constituent
districts.

State Aid This {8 extensive. The reimbursement for the many special services
permitted has a $100 deductible feature for each classroom untt, Above that the
state reimburses the full cost.

Relationship to Districts The county uait assists local districts {n meeting
the requirements of program, operation and reporting as established by the state.
Permissive legislation has been enacted to allow the county unit to provide
services In special education and specialized educational services that individual
districts cannot provide on an individual basis.

3. Program

Services Besides the typical administrative services of a county inter-
mediate unit the specfalized services are extensive. These specialized services
include: data processing, superviscrs and consultants, speech therapists, psy-
chologists, library and audio-visual, vocational classes, special education
classes, etc.

Oklahoma
1, Existing Units

Number There were seventy-seven counties serving as intermediate units in
1968 to cover the state. During 1969 fourteen counties operated without a
qualified superintendent and in two counties the office was closed.

Type The county unit serves as a regulatory arm of the state. IUs main
concerns are to maintain standards in schools and collect data for the state.

Size The typical county serving as an intermediate unit 1s approximately
1200 square miles in area.

Expenditures For 1967-68 the total expenditures of the seventy-seven inter-
mediate units was $1,100,000. (In 1965-66 the USOE reported $152,000 as the
total expenditures. This was the state's share of the salaries of the county
superintendents in that year. It did not include all the other expenditures.)

2. Legsl Basis

Statutory Legislation of 1913 authorfzed a county superintendent of public
instroction, In 1949 this was changed to county superintendent of schools and
then further amended in 1955 and 1961.

Levy Authority The intermediate unit has no authority to levy taxes for {its
own expenses. It does act as the agency to collect and apportion the 4-mill
county-wide levy on property. |

State Afd The state pays part of the superintendeut's salary in each county. i
The intermediate unit also collects state afd for tuae special education programs [
it conducts.

Relationship to Districts The intermediate unit has the responsibility of i
general supervision over all schools. It assists local districts in meeting the
requirements of program, operation and reporting as established by the state.

It apportions taxes to the schools within the county.

3. Progran

Services The specialized services are mainly in two areas. One is special
education and the other .s f{n audio-visual, The legislation authorizing services
for audio-visual dates from 1947 and for the programs for exceptional children
from 1949.
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Oregon

1. Existing Units

Number There were twenty-nine intermediate units in the state in 1968
covering the thirty-six counties. Currently, a state plan is in the process
of adoption. That would reduce this number to fourteen.

Type Historically the intermediate unit was a regulatory arm of the state.
This was changed considerably in 1963 when iegislation authorized extensive
service functions for the intermediatz unit.

Size The typical intermediate unit is approximately 3500 square miles {in
area,

Expendftures For the year 19¢5-66 the USOE reported $2,752,000 as the total
expenditures of the thirty intermediate units in the state.

2. Legal Basis

Statutory The office of county superintendent was authorized in the early
history of the state. In 1959 county districts as local units were authorized.
In 1963 the functions of the county as a service unit were authorized.

Levy Authority Tiie intermedfate units have full taxing authority to fund
the authorized unctions. It also serves as the taxing unit for 50% of the
current expenses of the constituent districts. This is intended to equalize
the local tax support for education.

State Aid The intermediate unit qualifies for state aid for the special
education programs it conducts. :

Retationship to Districts The Intermediate unit provides services which ¢
the local dis!:-icts cannot feasibly provide on an individual basis. The regula-
tory function is a minor part of the activity of the intermediate unit. It does
conduct hearings on the budgets of local districts prior to mak’. 2 the levy for
50% of the current expenses.

3, Program

Services The program of services offered is intended to equalize educational
opportunity for all children in the state. The services include currirulum
improvement, special education programs, central purchasing, library and curri-
culum materials, and speclal teachers, etc,

Pennsylvunia
1. Existing Units

Number 1In 1966 there were s_xty-six (Philadelphia was excluded) iIntermediate
units serving the sixty-seven counties in the state. In 1969 legislation author-
ized twenty-nine intermediate units to replace the existing units.

Type Historically the intermediate unit was a regulatory arm of the state.
This was changed considerably in 1965 when legislation authorized extensive
service functions for the intermediate unit. The 1969 legislation extends this
service function of the intermediate units.

Size The typical intermediate unit in 1966 was approximately 700 square miles.
The units created in 1969 are approximately double this size.

Expenditures For the year 1965-66 the United Stetes Office of Education
reported total expenditures of $4,%19,000 for the sixty-six intermediate urits.
This figure 1s a rough estimate because the units were supported from three
sources, The county boards of supervisors paid for the office, the clerical
help, and supplies. The state paid the salaries of the superintendent, his
assistante, and the supervisors of special education. The avercges in salaries
and all other program expenses were prorated amongst the participating districts.
The units authorized in 1969 will be financed from state support for approved
budgets on an equalized basis and from local districts for their proportionate

share of the costs.
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2. Leagal Basis

fStatutory The legislation of 1854 authorized the county superintendent as
the general supervisor of public schools in the county. It was an elective
office, Revisfons were made in 1911, 1931, 1937 and 1949. The 1949 legislat{ion
authorized oistricts with cheir own superintendent to become part of the county
unit for the specialized services. In 1965 legisiation authorized the county
unit to operate and coordinate many specfalized educational services and programs.
The 1969 legislation revised and extended "he service functions of the inter-
mediate unit.

Levy Authority The intermedi-ite unit does not have any authority to levy
taxes,

State Aid A high proportion of state aid {s collected by the intermediate
units, Prior to 19569 aid was paid for specified personnel. This has been
changed by the 1969 law so aid will be paid on an approved budget for each
respective intermediate unit. A unique feature exists in Pennsylvania for pay-
ment by the local district to the intermediate unit. The amount to be paid by
the local di{strict to the intcrmediate unit is reported to the commonwealth.
Then this amount is withheld from the state ald for the respective districts
and paid by the commonwealth directly to the intermediate unit.

Relationship to Districts The intermediate unit provides services which
the local districts cannot feasibly provide on an individual basis. The regula-
tory function is a minor part of the total program of the interm:diate unit.

3, Program

Services The committee appcinted in 1953 recommended eighteen services,
twenty supervisory functions and thirty-three coordinating functions for iater-
mediate units. The enabling legislation permits any scrvice that a majority of
the districts desire and for which they have the authority to spend funds on an
individual basis. The units created in 1969 have the same authority as well as
all the powers of the county units and vocational-techinical boards which they
replaced.

South Carolina
1. Existing Units

Number There were sixteen counties serving as intermediate units in 1968,
These were the counties in which more than one local school district was opetating.

Type The county unit serves as a regulatory arm of the state. This function
is to help the local schools maintain standards and to collect data for the state.
The ccunty unit does provide rather extensive specialized services for the local
districts.

Size The typical county serving as an intermediate unit is approximately
650 square miles in area.

Expenditures The county government provides offjice space. The other expenses
of the intermediate unit are made from state funds for specific functions and
functions and from local districts for programs conducted.

2. Legal Status
Statutory  The Constitution of South Carolina, Article XI, Section 3, created

the structure for the public schools of the state. In legislation of 1896 the
duties and responsibilities of the county superintendent was established. There
is considerable varfatfon from county to county in actual practice because legis-

lation has permitted individual counties to develop their own operational procedures.

Levy Authority The intermediate unit has no authority to levy taxes. Ir the
majority of intermediate unit counties the county legislative delegation levies the
tax for the submitted budget.

T
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State Aid The state pays afd for designated categories to each county
unit. The intermediate units are trveated the same as the county units opera-
ting as local districts.

Relationship to Districts The county as an intermediate unit assists
local districts to weet state requirements of programs, operating procedures
and reports. It also apportions taxes to local districts each mouth.

3. Program
Services The intermediate unit provides administrative, instructional and

personnel services. 1t serves in a way similar to a central district office
with the local districts maintaining their identity.

South Dakota
1. Existing Units

Nember In 1968 there were sixty-four county units serving the state as
interm2diate units.

Iyre The units are primarily a regulatciy arm of the state to supervise
commoa school districts. The county also serves as the tax base for the common
school district equalfzation fund and the non-resident high school tuition fund.
QOnly the areas not in high school districts are included ‘n these tax levies.

Size <The typical county serving as an intermediate unft in 1968 was approx-
imately 800 square miles.

Expenditures For 1965-66 the United States Office of Education reported
total expenditures of $693,000 for the sixty-four county units. YIn 1967-68
the range was from a low of $6,845 to a high of $30,646.

2, Legal Basis
Statutory The office of county superintendent was authorized in Article IX,
Section 5, of the state constitution. The powers and duties were established
by legislation in 1877. Revisions were authorized in 1936, 1954, 1960, 1964,
and 1966, In 1967 legislation authorized an election to eliminate the office
in a county when fewer than five public school c¢lassrooms existed in the county.
Levy Authority The county unit does not have any authority to levy taxes.
All school taxes levied at the county level must be levied by the county board
of supervisors. K
State Aid The county unit serving as an irtermediate unit does not qualify k
for any state aid. j
Relationship to Districts The county unit assists local commonr school dis-
tricts to meet state requirements in programs, operating procedures and reports.
It apportions taxes to the local districts and audits the budgets of the local
districts, .

 rerd i e i

3. Program

Services  The county unit {s responsible for the supervision, testing programs
and related tnstructional activities in elementary classrooms operated by common
school districts, private and parochtal school systems. The county unit may
provide specialized gervices In library, audio-visual services and subject matter
consultants.

Texas
1, Existing Units

Number In 1968 there were 202 county units serving as {ntermediate units in
ti'e 254 counties of the state. There were also twenty regional media and service
centers covering the state.

Type The intermediate units serve a dual purpose. The county units are
regulatory arms of the state while providing a limited number of specialized

services. The recently established regional service and media centers also

&
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provide coordination for many specialized services.

Expenditures For 1965-66 the United States Office of Education reported
total expenditures of $5,471,000 for the 202 county intermediate units. The
regional centers may spend up to $2.00 per pupil in average daily uttendance
for educational media. The other programs are limited only by the willingaess
of local districts to fund joint programs.

2, Legal Basis

Statutory Legisiation in 1905 authorized a county superintendent where
3000 pupils were enrolled in the county. This was revised in 1934. Then in
1961 legislation authorized elections to abolish the office and transfer the
duties to the county judge when the number of districts and pupils fell below
a certain figure. Legislation in 1965 authorized the twenty regional media
centers. In 1967 the service function was added to the regional centers,

Levy Authority The county intermed{ate unit has no authority to levy taxes.

$tate Afd All of the county superintendent's salary is paid by the state.
When special education programs are conducted by the county or the reglon it
may claim the state aid for that program. The regional centers may qualify
for special state aid for educational media. This aid is paid on a 50-50
matching basis up to a maximum of $1.00 per pupil in average daily
attendance.

Relationship to Districts The county unit assists local districts in meeting
the requirements of program, operation and reporting as established by the state.
Permissive legislution has authorized the county unit to provide educational
services that individual districts cannot provide on an individual basis. The
regional centers act as the voordinating agent for joint programs that are funded
by local districts or with federal {funds.

3. Program

Service Numerous pupil personnel and special education services are provided
by the courty and regional units. The county unit supervises the state free text-
book system. It also apportions school taxes to the local districts.

Vermont
1. Existing Units

Number In 1966 there were forty-six supervisory unions serving as inter-
mediate units in the state.

Type These units serve as reg latory arms of the state and as coordinating
agencies to provide educational services which individual districts canrnot
provide individually.

Size The typical intermediare unit covered approximately 200 square miles.

Expenditures For 1965-66 the USOE reported $1,259,000 as the total expendli-
tures of the forty-six intermediate units in the state.

2. Legal Basis

Statutory In 1923 legistation authorized the state board to divide the state
into supervisory unions with approximately fifty teachers. The schools with forty
teachers were to be excluded. Revisions were made in 1933, 1935, 1947 and 1955.
In 1967 tegislation authorized joint agreements between supervisory unions for
programs, service and stafft.

Levy Authority The supervisory union has no levy authority. All expenses
are bdilled to the local districts on a proportionate basis.

State Ald No state ald 1s available for these supervisory unions.

Relationship to Districts The supervisory union as an intermedfate unit
assists local districts in meetins requirements of operation, program and reporting
as established by the state.

TN
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3. Program
Services Pupil personnel and special education services may be provided
through joint agreements between supervisory unions.

Washington
1. Existing Units

Number 1In 1968 there were thirty-one county units serving as intetmediate
units in the state. As of July 1, 1969, these have been replaced with six
intermediate districts for the entire state.

Type Historically the county unit was aregulatory arm of the state. The
new units are primarily service agencies.

Expenditures For 1965-66 the United States Office of Education reported
$1,916,000 as the total expenditures for the then existing thirty-eight inter-
mediate units.

2. Legal Basis

Statutory The county as an intermediate unit was authorized by legislation
in 1881, It revised in 1890, 1897, 1903, 1909, and 1%915. 1In 1955 legislation
authorized two counties to join or abolish the office. In 1959 a study was
authorized for intermediate units. 1In 1965 legislation authorized the formation
of intermediate districts. In 1969 legislation mandated a state plan for six
units to replace all the existing county units.

Levy Authority The interisediate units do not have authority to levy taxes.
They must rely on zounty boards of commissioners to levy the taxes they need.
The county unit administers the one percent real estate transfer tax and the
non-restdent high school tuition tax. It does not make the levies, however.

State Aid The intermediate units qualify for state aid for special programs
they operate.

Relationship to Districts The new {ntermediate units are coordinating
agencies for specialized services and programs for local districts.

3. Program

Services The new {ntermediate units are authorized to provide and/or
coordinate any and all services for local districts that will provide equal
educational opportunities for all youth in the state.

Wisconsin
1. Existing Units

Number 1.+ 1968 there were nineteen intermediate units serving the state.
These were called cooperative education service agencies.

Type These units are service oriented to provide educational services not
available in individual districts.

Size The typical intermediate unit covered approximately 2800 square miles.

" Expenditures For 1965-66 the United States Office of Education raported

total administrative expenditures of $551,000 for the intermediate units. For
1967-68 the local districts reported total expenditures of $2,158,300 for the
contractual agreements for shared services coordinated by the cooperative educa-
tion service agencies.

2. Llegal Basis

Statutory The county unit with a county superintendent was authorized in
1863. The cooperative Educational Service Agencies replaced the county units
as intermediate units in 1965.

Levy Authority The intermediate unfts in Wisconsin do not have authority to
levy taxes. The county boards of commissioners levy the taxes for the $350

teacher aid in the county.
&7
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State Aid Fach intermediate unit (CESA) is paid up to $29,000 as a flat
grant state aid for administrative costs, For 1367-68 the total for the state
was $512,6%5. The intermediate units may also claim state aid for the special
education programs they conduct. For 1967-68 the total state aid paid to the
intermediate units for these programs was $272,755.

Relationship to Districts The intermediate units are service and coordina-
ting agencles for local dJdistricts. Upon request the intermediate district will
contract with any combination of local districts for any educational service they
want and for which they are willing to pay their proportfonate share.

3. Progran

Services The services provided are numerous. They are mainly in the areas
of pupil personnel services, special education programs, curricular materials
and fn-service training.

Wyoming
1, Existini Units

Number In 1968 there were twenty intermediate units serving the state. These
were all abolished in 1969. Legislation in 1969 authorized any two school dis-
trict boards or community college boards or any combi{nation thereof to form a board
of cooperative educational services.

Type The county as the intermediate unit was primarily a regulatory arm of
the state. The nevly created BOCES are service oriented.

Size The county intermediate unit covered approximately 4,200 square miles,
The size of the new units will depend on the combinations that are formed.

Expenditures For 1965-66 the United States Office of Education reported total
expenditures of $220,000 for the then existing twenty intermediate units in the
state.

2, Legal Basis

Statutory The county as an I{ntermediate unit was authorized {n the state
constitution, Article 14, Section 1. Legislation ccncerning the powers and
duties of the office was passed iu 1876, 1885, 1910, 1925, 1927, 1931 and 1945,
in 1957 legislation authorized termination o7 the office in certain counties
with the duties being transferred to the county treasurer. In 1969 all offices
of county superintendents were abolished and replaced with boards of cooperative
education services.

Levy Authority The county unit did not have any authority to levy taxes. The
newly formed BOCES do not have any authority to levy taxes. The county boards of
commissionera levy the county tax for the county support of classroom units and
bus drivers,

State Aid The county units did not qualify for any state aid. The newly
created BOCES do not qualify for any state aid,

Relatfonship to Districts Historically the county unit assisted the local
districts to meet the requirements of program, operation and reports as established
by the state. The new units will provide specialized services so equal opportuni-
ties will be available to all school children in the state.

3. FProgram

Services The specialized services were not provided by the county unit. The
change in organization of the intermediate unit is so current that the new programs
have not been put into operation.

Footnotes

1U. S, Office of Education, The Common Core of State Educational Information,
State Educational Records and Reports Series Handbook I, Bulletin 1953, No. 8
(Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1953), p. 2.
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CRAPTER 1V

STATE AIDS TO LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Educational finance in the United States is characterized by differing
patterns of state support. 1In this section information on state aids provided
to local school districts is presented from selected years from 1948 through
1968. Table 4-1 {llustrates the nature of the differences in the percentage
of total revenue provided by state governments to local gchool districts.
During the twenty yea» period twenty-one of the states have increased the per~
centage of support. These percentage increases range from minor changes to
significant revisions in the state finance program. The balance of the states
reported decreases which again range from minor to significant in terms of
state funde provided to local school districts.

A brief review of the state aids which make up the state finance program
for elementary and secondary schools is included for each state. The aids are
categorized by general and special purpose. A further break-down includes flat
grants and equalizing grarts, Immediately following the review of aids is a
tabulation of the specific acts provided by the legislature in each state. This
tabulation is by purpose and title of the aid. For selected years the tabulation
reports the percentage that the aid represents in the total siate aid allecation.
1h 1949-50 358 state aids were provided to school districts. ©On the basis of

information reported in this study the number of state aids for 1968-69 were a
total of 427.

U. S. Office of Education Publications were used to develop informatfon
presented in this section. Appropriate citations are included with the tables.
In addition, preliminary copies of the tables were submitted to the State Depart-
went of Education contacts for additional information when required and verifica-
tion of the compilation. Changes indicated on the prelimfnary copies have been
reflected in the tables included in this document.
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TABLE 4 - 1
Purcentape of Revenve Receipts From

§tate Governments for Public Schools, By States

(Selected Years 1948-1968)

a5

Fipcal Year 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968 i
]
Alabama 74.2% 75.7% 76.9% 72.8% 71.8% 60.1% !
Arfizona 46.4 27.9 30.9 3.1 J2.8 24.0
Arkaneas 62.4 51.1 45.2 48.6 49.1 52.3
Caltfornia 41.5 39.0 41.1 40.9 37.6 3.9
Colorado 20.8 18.1 18.6 19.5 23.4 27.1
Connecticut 24.8 19.0 24,2 34.6 3z 30.0
Delavare 66.4 88.2 81.7 82,5 80.3 82.0
Plorids 52.8 47.8 53.2 56.5 53.4 42.2
Georgla 57.9 64.7 64.8 64.0 64 2 54.6
Idaho 21.6 18.4 25.6 27.7 30.7 44.0
Illinois 15.9 15.4 24.0 20.7 23.0 21.8
Ind{ana 39.6 36.2 3.5 29.9 32.8 28.1 ;
Iowa 13.9 4.7 132 12.0 10.0 3%.0 i
Kansas 11.4 22.4 23,2 19.2 20,8 23 |
Kentucky 42.1 38.5 35.9 45.8 55.6 45.4 ;
Louisiana 60.9 70.9 83.0 70.2 60.0 81.0
Maine 26.8 22.0 22.1 25.8 28.2 29,6
Maryland 40.7 40.6 32.6 34.2 33.8 3L.5
Massachusetts 12.6 18.3 21.2 19.9 21.5 19.5
Michigan 54.5 55.4 48.5 43,2 42,7 50.0
Mianesota 7.4 38.9 39.9 39.7 40.3 40.0
Mississippl 50.8 45.9 51.9 56.5 57.0 48.1
Mimsourt 34.4 35.5 36.5 31.0 32.4 33.0
Montana 17.8 25.6 2.8 23.6 54 25.0
Nebraska 5.5 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.4 18.3
Nevada 37a 31.3 41,2 51.3 49.8 45.8
New Hampahire 18.3 4.9 6.0 6.3 8.3 7.5
New Jersey 16.2 12,5 24.2 2.7 21.8 N/,
New Mexico 87.5 76.6 64,9 74.4 68.5 77.0
New York 32.6 40.5 35.7 39.5 43.0 50.0
North Carolina 66,2 67.9 69.0 66.7 67.6 62.8
North Dakota 26.3 27.4 25.8 26.4 23.% ®/A
Ohio 39.6 30.6 30.0 27.7 25.9 25.4 !
Oklghoma 50.1 47.9 43,1 27.7 31.6 35.0
Oregon 37.5 30.6 27.2 29.0 26.3 30.0
Pennsylvania 35.9 3.1 46.0 45.8 62.9 44.4
Rhode Island 19.4 14.4 15.9 23.2 30.4 29.2
South Carolfna  60.7 57.3 74.5 66.7 66.2 55.0
South Dakota 17.5 11.7 10.1 8.9 9.2 11.0
Tennessce 51.7 55.4 58.7 58.0 57.2 47.9
Texas 50.0 58.4 53.9 49.9 55.1 41.7
Utah 45.5 38.6 37.8 44.1 49.8 47.2
Vermont 25.5 21,7 25.7 2.7 24.0 22.5
virginis 42.8 41.1 34.9 37.0 40.8 38.0
Washington 62.7 61.1 53,7 61.6 61.2 56.1
West Virginia 64.0 64.3 59.5 52.9 52.7 60.0
Wisconsin 19.% 16.3 19.4 22,6 25.9 28,0
Wyoming 29.6 3%.4 39.5 47.5 41,3 41.0
UNITED STATES 38.9% 38.6% 39.5% 39.1% 39.3% 39,07
(AVE.) ®

8ource: USOB, Statistics of Seate School
1959-60, 1963-64, 1967-68 and by

departments.

Systems 1947-48, 1951-52, 1955-56
contact with individual gtace
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ALABAMA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES %

Review of State /\ids

In 1949-50 the state of Alabama reported six state aids paid to local schoot
districts. 10.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 85.8%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 3.7% of the funds
vere for Speclial-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Alabama reported six state aids for local school districts
6.5% of the funda were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. £9.3% of the funds
vere for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 4.2% of the funds were for Special -
Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing -
Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR ALABAMA

PYRPOSE AKD TITLE 49-50  53-4  57-8  66-1  68-9
GENERAL PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 10.5 10.0 8.3 6.5 6.5
L. Public School Fund 10.0 8.3 6.5 6.5
GENERAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 85.8 87.2 87.6 89.5 89.3
1. Minimum Program Fund 85.6 87.1 87.6 89.5 89.3
2. Transfers .2 .1 .0 .0 -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 3.7 2.8 4.1 4.0 4.2
1. Vocational Fund 3.6 2.8 4.1 3.6 3.9
2. Textbook Fund .0 .0 .0 .0
3. Revolving Fund .0 .0 - -
4, Trainable .1 - - .2 .1
5. Driving Training - - .1 .1
6. Illiteracy .0 .0 - .0 .1
7. Adult Ed.

SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT . - - - -
TOTAL AIDS NUMBER 6 6 4 9 7

Summary of State Support by Type of aids:

JType Percent Number -
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50  1968-6%
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 10.5 6.5 L 1
CGeneral-Purpose Equalizing 85.8 89.3 2 1
Special-Purpose FPlat-Grant 3.7 4.2 3 5
Special-Purpose Equallzing - - o_ 0.
. 100.0% 100.0% 6 7

NOTE: A. 1In some cases grand totals do not

total 100% due to rounding

B. ".0%'" = less than .05%
" <" w aids not included

U1 .
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ARIZONA - STATE AIDS AND EXFENDITURES 87

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Arizona reported four state aids paid to local school
districts. 95.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of
the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 4.5% of the funds were
for Speclal-Purpose Plat-Grants, None of the funds were for Special-Purpose

Equalizing-Grants.

Por the 1968-69 year Arizona reported nine state alds for local school dis-
tricts. 46.7% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 50.9%
of the funds wvere for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 2.5% :§ the funds
wvere for Special-Purpose FPlat-Grants. None of the funds vere for Speclal-
Purpore Equalizing-Craats.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR ARIZONA

PURPOSR AND TITLE 49-50  53-4  51-8  66-7  68-9
GENERAL PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 95.5% 94.5% 96.2% 72.8% 46.7%
1. State School Fund 89.3 96.2 2.8 46.7
2. Endowment 5.2 - . -
GENERAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING*GRANT - - . 4.5  50.9%
1. Pinancial Ass't. - - - 43.1
2. Equalization for common & H.S. - - 14.5 7.8
SPEC1AL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT §.5% 5.5% 3.8% 12.8% 2.5%
1. Textbook 4.8 2.9 . -
2. vocational .6 .8 2.2 1.3
3, Homebound ol . .1 .
4. Special Education - - .8 .
S. Trainable - - .3 .3
6. Guardian Assistance - - .1 ol
7. Rational Porest - - 9.2% .1
SPECIAL-PURPOSE RQUALYZING-CGRANT - - . - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF AlDS L} S & 11 9
Sumsmary of State Support by type of aids;

foie B peent Xusder

1949 1968-69 1949-50  1968-69
General-Purpose Plat-Crant 95.51 46.7% 2 1
Oenersl-Purpose EqQualizing . %0.9 0 ?
Special-Purpose Plat-Crant 4.5 1.3 2 [
Special-Purpose Equalining - - 0 o
100.0% 100.0% [} 9

*Including tax collections fund, endovmwent,
mis., national forest

NOTE: A. In some casea grand totals do not
total 100% due to rouvnding

B. ".00" & less than .05
" <" a g1ds not fncluded

[
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ARKANSAS - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of Arkansas reported eight state aids paid to local
school districts. 26.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
! None ¢f the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Crants. 22.0% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants and 51.5% of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Granta,.

For the 1968-69 year Arkansas reported eleven state aids for local school
districts. 1.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 87.2%
of the funde were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 11.4% of the funis
were for Special-Purpose Flet-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATIOR OF STATE A10S FOR ARFANSAS

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-59 33-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL- PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 26.5% 3.0% 2.2% 1.8% 1.5%
4 1. Public School Fund 3.0 2.2 1.8 1.5

GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - 74.2%  80.4X  84.4% 87.2%
1, Minimum Foundation - 16.2 80.4 84.8 87.2
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT*GRANT 22.0% 22.8%  17.4%  13.7%  1L.4%
1. Equalieing TSFN 16.0 12.% 9.4 7.5
2. Free Textbook 2.0 2.2 1.5 1.6
3. Vorational Ed. 3.8 2.0 1.4 1.1
&, County School o2 4 A &
S. Handlcapped .3 .2 .6 4
6. Audio-Visual 2 .1 .1 N
7. Quidance & Counseliag . - 1 .t
8. Adult Education . - A .1
9. Orphans - - 1 A
SPECIAL-PURPOSE PQUALIZING-GRANT 51.5% - - - -

} TOTAL AIDS NUMBER s 8 s n "

ty of upport by ty afds:
Dipe Peicent __Musber of Afds
1949-50  1963-69 1989-50 _1968-¢3

Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Crant 26.5 1.5 1
Oeperal-Purpose Equalising - 8.2 0
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 2.0 1n.4 [ 9

k Special-PNrpose Equalieing 51.5 - i 0.

; 100.01  100.01 D 1

: NOTE: A. 1n some cases gtand totals do not
; totel 100% due to rounding.

‘ $. ".0L1" = less than 051
Q "o " e alds not intivded
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CALIFORNTA -~ State Aids and Expenditures 89

Review of State Afds

In 1949-50 the state of California reported ten aids paid to school districts.
76.9% ot the aid funds were sppropriated for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Crants. &, 5%
for Special~Purpose Flat-Grants, and the balance of 18.6% for Special-Purpose
and General~EqQualization Grants.

For the 1968-69 fiscal year California reported seventeen aids. The number of
atds i{ncreased to fourteen in 1957-8. In 1966-67 aids increased dy one and also
several alds were consolidated into the "Easic Af{d” and "Equalizstion A1d" sec-
tfone. In 1968-69, 45.3% of the afd was paid for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
The Equalizing section of aids comprised 37.8%. The balance of 15.9% for
Specigl-Purpose Flat-Grants. e

TABULATION OF STATE AlDS

JURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50  33-4 51-8  66-1  68-9
CENERAL- PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 76.9%  66.9%  &4.2%  55.1%  45.3%
1. Baafe Afd - Elenm. 49.0 46.6

2. Beuie Afd - H. S. 15.1 14.4 55.1 45.3
3. Baale Atd - Jr. Coll. 2.8 3.2

CENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 17.2% 26.8% 28.0%  31.6%  36.4%
1. Equalicsation for Elem. 16.2 17.6

2, Growth Fund 6.7 6.5

3. Equalization for H.$. 3.1 3.1 31.¢ 36.4
‘l lqulhdtlon for Jr. Coll. .6 .7

S. Fimal Ad]ultunt .2 1

SPRCIAL-RURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 4.5% §.5% $S.8%  11.4% 159
1. County Schoot 2.5 2.7 1.7 1.3
2. Randicapped/Exceptional Children 1.4 1.% S.t 8.2
). Meatally Retarded (1) o5 9 (49] (4]
&, Driver Training 1 4 .8 9
$. Special Tranap. - 3 1) (1)
6. Adult E4. - - 1.6 1.6
7. Rlem. Reading - - - .8
8, Free textbook - elenm. - - .7 1.6
9, Children'a centera. - - - 2 1.0
10, Jr. Coll, tultfon - - - o ol
11, PresSchool Compenaatory - - - .2 .3
12. Phystcal therspists-Sp, Bd, - - - .2 A
13, laate, T.V. - - - WU N
“o Yoet. N. - - - .° co
13, State project areaa - - - .0 .0
16. Compenaatory Ed. - - - - .8
SPECIAL- PURPUSE EQUALTZING- CRANT

1. Tranaportation 1.6% Ve 2.01 1.6% W1
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TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR CALIFORMNIA

TOTAL AIDS NUMBER

Sutmary of state support by type of aids:

Type

General-Purpose Flat-Grant
General-Purpose Eyualizing
$pecial~Purposc Flat-Crant
Special-Purpose Fcualicing

10 13 14
Percent
1949-50 1908-69
76.9 45.3
17.2 36.4
4.5 15.9
1.4 1.4
100.0% 100.0%

(1) Included undir handicapped

(2) Several previous a{ds combined

0

15@

Number of Afds

1969-50  1968-69%
3 1
3 1
3 14
L A
10 17

NCTE: In some cares grand totals do not

total 100% due to wounding.

".0%" = lesa than .05%
. " = aids not {ncluded
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COLORADO - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

91

In 1949-50 the state of Colorado reported six state aids paid to local
school districts. 37.3% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants

31.6% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants. 8.9% of the funds were

for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants,

For the 1968-69 year Colorado reported eight state 8ids for local school
districts. 33.9% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.

54.7% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalfzing-Grants.

the funds were for Speciai-Purpose Flat-Crants. None of the funds were for

Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AlDS FOR COLORADO

PURPOSE AND TIT)LE 4%-50 53-4 57-8

GENERAL- PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 37.3% 57.5% 12.3%
1. School Fund - Attendance 56.2 10.9
2, School Fund - Jr. College 1.3 1.4
3. Public Sch. Prop. Tax Relief
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 31.6% 39.6% 80.7%
1. School Equalizing & Excesas Growth 39.6 80.7
SPECIAL- PURMOSE FLAT-GRANT 22.2% 1.8% 6.4%
1. Transportation 4.5
2. Handicapped 1.2 1.4
3. Vocational .6 4
4. District organization . R
5. Soall attendance - -
6. Jr. Coll. Consm. . .
7. Contingency Reserve/low Income - -
8. Migrant Children . .
9. State NDEA Portion . .
SPEC1AL- PURPOSE BQUALIZING-GRANT 8.9% 1.1% .6%
1. Emergency portion 1.1 .6
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 6 [ 8
Sumsary of state support by type of atds:
Trpe Percent
1949-5¢ 1968-69
Ceneral-Purpose Plat-Crant N 3N
General-Purpose EQualizing 31.6 54.7
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 2:; 11.4
Special-Purpose EQualizing . -
b Pe 100.0% 100.0%

96

22.2% of
11.4% of
66-2 68-9
25.4%  33.9%
3.9 -
61.3%  54.7%
61.3 54.17
13.0%  11.4%
5.1 5.2
3.2 4.3
1.3 1.2
2.9 -
.1 .3
2 o2
.2 2
I -
3 -
1 8
Nueber of aids
1949-50 1968-69
1 1
1 1
k) [
A -
[ 8

NOTE: A. 1n some cases stsod totala do not
total 1001 due to rounding.

8. ".0A" * less than .051
" . " gids not included
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CONNECTICUT - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES
Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Connecticut reported nine state aids paid to local
school districts. 86.4% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.

None of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants. None of the funds were

for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1967-68 year Connecticut Teported thirteen state aids patd to local
school dfstricts. 73.9% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.

Nene of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equaliting-Crants.

funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crante. &.5X% of the funds were for

Spicial-Purpose Equalizing-Crants.
TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR CONNECTICUT

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 534 51-8
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 86.4% 81.8Y7 82.8%
2. Tax Exempt Prop. 1 .2
GENERAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT . . .
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 13.6% 1).1% 14.0%
1. Buildings $.7 10.7
2. P, Handicapped 1.6 1.2
3. M. Handicapped . 7
4. Vocational & 1/A i .3
$. Adult Education 4 .2
6. Driver Education .2

7. Vocational Agel.
8. Lidrary

. Disadvantaged Children
lg. hotl:nall; Maladjusted

SPECIAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - s.1% 3.
1. Eiem. Topa. . 4.2 2.4
2, B8, tapn, > o’ 9 R
3. voec. Topn. 2

4. Sccondary (Out of town)
S. Randicapped

TOTAL NMMIER OF AlDR 9 ® 13
Susmary of state support by type of sids;
Lrpe Percenit
1949-50 1967 -68
OGeteral-Putpose Flat-Grant 86.4% 73.6%
Ceneral-Purpose Bqualiting . .
Special~Purpose Flat-Crant 13.6 .6

Special-Purpose tqualizing 4.5

100.0% 100.0%

92

13.6% of
21.6% of the
66-1 61-8
2.3 19N
72.1 3.

.2 .25
22.71%  21.6%
12.6 11,62

1.5 1.35

2.0 1.18

A8 3

.37 .2

.3 .32

3 3

W1 N

S.h 4.78

.63 .23

&.94%  4.54%

3.9 3.6

.27 .23

J6 %)

) 40

17 18
Nunber of sid
1949-50  1967-68
1

0 -

8 11

0 A

] 17

MOTE: A. In soae caces Rrand totsls do not
total 100X due to rouading.
$. ".01" = less than 05
"% & alds pot included

1™
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DELAWARE - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES i

Review of State Atds

In 1949-50 the state of Delaware reported five state aids paid to local
achool districts. 78.0% of the funds were for Genaral-Purpose Flat-Grants.
22.0% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants. None of the

funds were for Specl{al-Purpose Equalizing-Grants or General-Purpose Equaliz-
ing Grants.

For the 1968-6% year Delaware reported three state aids for local school
districte. 82.4X% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.
17.6% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants. None of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants or General Purpose
Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE A1D FOR DELAWARE

PIRPOSE AND TITLE 49-30  53-4  57-8  66-]7  68-9
GENERAL*PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 78.0% 54.0% 42.,3% 718.6%  82.4%
1. Current Expenditure and

Minor Capital Outlay 42.3 8.6 82.4
GENEPAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT . - . - -

“none«
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 22.0% 46.0%  57.7%  21.4% 17.6%
1. 8School Construction $5.5 17.4 13.8
2, Tranaportation 2.2 4.0 3.8
3. Exceptional Children 1.0 . -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALTZINC-CRANT . - - - -
.m‘.

TOTAL NUMBER OF A1DS S 9 [} 3 3

Sumary of state support by type of sids:

Dipe Percent Nusber of Atd
1949-50 _ 1568-69 _1949-50 1968-89
Ceneral-Nrpose FPlat-Crant 78.01 82.4% 1
Ceneral-Purpose Equalising - - - .
Specisi-Purpose Flat-Crant 22.0 17.6 4 2
Spectat-Purpose Equalintng - - - .
3

$

100.0%7  100.0%

NOTE: A. In some cases grand totels do not
total 100X due to roundiag.

B. ".0" = less than .0O5%
" " e gi1ds pot Included

N
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FLORiDA = STATE A1DS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

1n 1949-50 the state of Florida reported two state atds paid to local
school districts. None of the funlds were for General-Purpose Flat-

Crants. 98.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose EQualizing-Crants.

1.5% of the funds were.for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the

funds vere for Special-Purpose Equalfzing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Florida reported fourteen state afds for local

school districts., 6.7% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-

Crants. 78.2% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
15.1% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants, None of the

funds were for Speclal-Purpose Equaliring-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE A1D POR FLORIDA

PURPOSS AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 51-8 §6-7 68-
GENERAL*PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - - 10.6%  12.4% 6.7%
1. Sales Tax Fund - 10.4 9.5 5.0
2. Permanent School Fund . .2 .3 .2
3. Racing Comnmission - . 2.6 1.5
GENERAL* PURPOSE EQUAL1ZING-GRANT 98.5% 98.0% 71.7% 67.3% 718.2%
1. Foundation Program K-12 98.0 1. 59.3 69.0
2. Foundatfion for Jr. Coll. - - 8.0 9.2
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT®CRANT 1.5 2,0 12.7%  20.3%  15.1%
1. Capital Outlay Debt - 1.6 6.8 3.8
2. County School Add'n . 7.0 2.4 4,7

+ Jr. College Constr. .. 1.5 6.8 3.6
4. Textbook 2.0 1.3 1.9 1.4
5. Driver Educatfon - .3 .5 .3
6. Vocational - Technical - - 1.5 6
7. Post - Secondary Fund - . . .2
8. Exceptional Children - Equipa, . - . .2
9. Exceptional Children - Facllfties - - . .3
10, School Lunch Salary Supp. - . Y .
SPECIAL- PURPOSE BQUALIZING- GRANT . - - - .
TOTAL MABER OF AlDS 2 2 8 10 14
Suamary of state support by type of atds;

s Percent Mumber of aids —
949-50 1968-69 1949-30  1768-69

General-Purpose Flat-Grant . 6.8 -
General-Purpose Equalizing 93.5 78.2

Specisl-Purpose Flat-Crant 1.5 15.1
Special-Puzpose EQualieing

o
DI- -2 N

1
1
100.01 100.0% 2
NOTE: A. la some cases grand totals do not
total 100% doe to tounding.

".01" = less than ,05%
" «" = g1ds not included
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GEORGIA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Georgia reported efght state aids paid to local
school districts. WNone of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.
31.2% of the funda were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 68.8% of
the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were
for Special-Purpose Equal{zing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Georgia reported three state afds for local school
districts. Kone of the funda were for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Grants.
89.0% of the fuods were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 2.2% of
the funds were for Speclal~Purpose Flat-Grants. 8.8% of the funds vere
for Specfal-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABUTATION OF STATRE AIDS FOR GEORGIA

FURPOSE AND TITLE 49:50  53:4 528 6:1 689

GENERAL- PFURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - 6.6% - - -

1. Other Curreat } 6.6

CGENEMAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 31.2% 2.9%  83.8%  5.7%  89.0%

1. Poundation Prograa 9 8?.8 85.7 8.0

2. Contfngeat Fund 2.

BPECIAL-FURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 68.8% 81.02 6.0% $.02 2.2y

1. Textbook 2.1 33 1.8 -

2. Librery .9 - -

3, Vocational 1.4 2.2 3.2 2.2

&. Salarfes 63.7 - -

3. Transportation 1.2 - -

6, School Constr. 5.2 - -

SPRCIAL-FURPOSE BQUALIZING- CRANT . 9.6% 10.2% 9.3% 8.8%

1. Capital Outlay 9.6 6.7 8.3 8.8

2, Contingent Pund - 3.3 1.0 -

TOTAL WMMBER OF AIDS 8 9 6 ] 3

ty of state_suppott by ¢ of alds;
b i TP_%c_gL__ mber of aids

1949 1968-69 1949-30 1968-69

Cencral-Purpose Plat-Craat . . . .

General-Purpose Equalizing 31.2 89.0 3 1

Spectal-Purpose Fist-Crant 8.8 2.2 ] 1

Speclal-Purpose Bqualiuing . 8.8 - 1
100.0%  100.0% 3 -
NOTE: A, 1o sore cases grand totals do mot

total 100Y due to rounding.

8. ".01" * less than 031
" A" = a1ds not Included.
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IDAHO - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Idaho reported two atate aids paid to local
school Aistricts. None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-
Crants. 99.0% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
1.0% of the funds were for Spectal-Purpose Plat-Grants. None of the funds
wvere for Specfal-Purpose EqQualizing-Crants.

For the 1968-69 year ldaho reported two state eids for local school diatricts.
None of the funds were for General-Purpcae FPlat-Grante. 99.7% of the funds
wvere for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Crante. .3% of the funds were for Specicl-
Purpose Flat-Crants. None of the funds were for Specfal-Purpcse Equalizing-
Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE A1DS FOR 1DARO

JDURPOSE AND TITIR £9-50 334 1-8 661  68-9
GENERAL- PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - . - - -
GENERAL-PUFPOSR EQUALIZING-GRANT 93.0% 98.2% 98.3%  99.7% 99.7%
1. Scheol lacome 94,2 98.3 99.7 $9.7
SPECIAL- PURPOSR FLAT-GRANT 1.0% 1.8 1.7 N o
1. Vocattfonal 1.7 3 3
SPRCIAL-PURPOSE BQUALIZING-GRANT - - - - .
TOTAL NMNOBER OF AL1DS 2 2 2 2 2

Pussary of state support by type of atds;

Irpe Percent Rusbet of aide
1949-50  1968-¢9 1949-50  1968-89

Genetal-Putpose Plat-Craat -
Oenetal-Putpose Equalising 99.0 99.7 1 1
Spectal-Purposs Plat-Grant 1.0 .3 1 1
Special-Putpose Rgualining « - - -

100.0% 100.02 H ?

NOTE: A. 1o some cases grand totals do not
total 1001 due to rounding.

B, ".0A" = lesd than ,05%
"« " agtds not facluded

1651
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ILLINOIS - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES
Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of Illinofs reported eleven state aids paid to local
school districts. 31.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
46.6% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equaliring-Grants. 21.9% of
the funds were for Spectal-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Illinois reported sixteen stute aids for local school
districts. 22.9% of tire funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Granta. 61.7%
of the funds were for Ceneral-Furpose Equalieing-Grants. 15.1% of the funds

were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. .4% of the funds were for Speciale-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE A1DS FOR 1LLINOIS

97

Special-Putpose Equelising m TFOJIT' _T;..

Note: A. In some cases grand totals do not total 1000

due to rounding.
B, MOL" * less thy .05
"o " agtds not included

)

16

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-2 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 31.5% 25.4%  23.5%  32.3%  22.9%
1. Common School Fund - Cen. 25.4 22.0 28.1 22.9
2. Jr. College - 4.2 .

3. Rebates .0

GENERAL+-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 46.6% $5.1%  59.4%  S2.1%  61.7%
1. Common School Fund/Equalizing 55.1 59.4 52.1 61.7
SPECTAL- PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 21.9% 19.5%  172.1% 16.5%  15.1%
1. Handicapped 6.7 5.2 5.1 4.5
2. Transportation 5.2 4.1 3.4 3.4
3. Driver Training - 3.6 1.6 1.3
4. Vocational Ed. 2.5 12 1.8 2.1
$. County Supt. 1.3 1.0 .7 .
6. Milftary Grants . .9 1.3 9
7. Orptanage Ald .5 N .4 .3
8. County Supvn. 1 1 .0 .0
9. State Housing . .0 1.0 .1
10. Institutional Redates . .0 .0 ]
11. County Trustees - .0 .0 .0
12. Adult Ed. . . .8
13, Gifted - . 1.2 1.1
th, School Lunch 2.5

SPECIAL- FURPOSE EQUALIZING:GRANT . . - &%
1. Special Ed. Facitities . . . R
TOYAL RMDQRER OF ALDS 11 1 R 15 16
Summacy of State support by tyre of alds;
LIree Percent _ Number of Alds
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50 196869

Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Crant 31.52 22.9% 1
Ceteral-Purpote Equalfzing 46.6 66.7 1
Spectial-Purpose Flst-Crant 21.9 15.1 9

—
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INDIANA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

98

In 1949-50 the atate of Indiana reported tour state aids paid to local
school districts. None of the tunds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.

1.4% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizfng-Grants.
None of the funds were

the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants.

for Special-Purpose Equalizin;-Grants.

98.6% of

For the 1968-69 year Indiana reported twelve stste aids for tocal schoot
districts. 3.7% of the funds were for General-Purpcose Flat-y ants. 1.9%

of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants.
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

89.3% of the funds were for

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 52-8
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT*GRANT - . -
1. Intangible Tax - . -
GENERAL: PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 1.2% .8%
1. School Support - other 1.2 .8
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 1.4% 1.8% 1.6%
1. Handicapped 1.4% 1.3
2. Vocstional Education .3 .2
3. 1.8, Tuition .1 .0
&. State Property . .0
5. State Support - Corp. Tax . .
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUAL1Z1NG- GRANT 98.6% 97.0%  97.6%
1. School Support/Tuition 90.3 85.4
2. School Support/TSPN 6.7 8.4
3. School Suppert/Tax Relflef - 3.8
4. Contingency Funds . .0
$. Schoal Support - Adult Ed. . -
6. Schoot Suppert » Susmmer Ed. . .
TOTAL FUMBER OF Al1DS L} 6 ]
Summnry of State Support by type of atds;
nn Petrcent
1949-50 1968-69
Cenersl-Purpose Flat-Crant . n
Genetal-Prpose Equalizing - 1.9
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 1.4 7.04
SpecialPurpcse Equelining §.6 83.3
100.0% 101.94%
NOTE:

¢

-"

7.04% of the
66-2 £8-9
4.9% 3.
5.9 32
1.5% 1.9%
1.5 1.9
6.26%  7.04%
1,307 1.80%
.50 .50
.01 .00
03 .04
4.40 4.9

68.7 69.7
5.6 5.4
11.5 12.7
. J
1.3 1.2
12 12

Rupber of aida
1949-50  1965-6%
t

. 1

) 5
L -

4 12

A. In sowe cases grand totals do not
total 1001 due to tounding.

B. ".01" = less than .05%
* aids not included

n
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10WA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Iowa reported six state aids paid to local school

districts.

19.9% were for Special~Purpose Flat-Grants;

Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Iowa reported ten state ailds.

68.4% of the aid funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
11.7% were for General-Purpose
No aid was paid for Specjal-Purpose Equalizing.

64.6% of the aid was

for General-Purpose EqQualizing; 26.0% for General-Purpose Flat-Grante.
9.4% of the atd was for Special-Purpose Fiat-Crant and less than .1% was
provided for Specfal-Purpose Equalizing.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR IOWA

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 534 571-8 £6-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 68.4% 63.7% 64,27 66.0%  26.0%
1. General Atld 63.2 63.6 65.7 3.5
2. Semi-annaul Appn. .5 .6 .3 .1
3, Income Tax - - - 22.4
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING-GRANT 11.7% 15.8% 17.47% 7.8%  64.6%
1. Supplemental Aid 15.8 17 .4% 7.8 -
2, Equalization Aid - - - 64.6
SPECIAL=PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 19.97% 20.1% 17.9% 25.7% 9.4%
1. Transportation 15.8 13.1 7.8 .
2. Handicapped 2.7 3.5 4.9 2.0
3. Vocational - Operation 1.6 1.3 10.6 3.5
4, Driver Ed. - - 2.4 1.0
5. Capital Outlay/Vocational - - 2,8
6. State Institutions - - - .1
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - NYA 5% 5%
1. Mining Atd .3 .1
2. Emergency Aid .2 4
TOTAL AIDS NUMBER 6 7 8 9
Supply of state support by type of aids:
Type Percent Numk:.
1949-50  1968-69 1949-50
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 68.4% 26.0% 2
General-Purpose Equalizing 11.7 64.6 2
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 19.9 9.4 2
Special~Purpose Equalizing - .0 .
' 100.0% 100.0% 6
NOTE: A. In some cases grand tot
aot total 100% due to :
E ".0%" = less than .05%

Y. M = gids not includ

-
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KANSAS - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Kansas reported three state aids paid to local

school districts.

94.7% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
funds were for SPecial-Purposz Flat-Grauts.

Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

3.5% of the funds were for General-Puvpose Flat-Grants.

1.8% of the

None of the funds were for

For the 1968-69 year Kansas reported seven state aids for local school dis-

tricts.

8.4% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.

the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
None of the funds were for Special-

were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants.

Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

86.4% of
5.4% of the funds

TABULATION OF STATE A1DS FOR KANSAS

PURPOSE AND TITLE

GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT

1. Sales Tax ks
2. Annoal School Fund

GENERAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING-GRANT

1. Elemantary. Finance
2. H.S. Finance
3. Foundation Fund

SPECIAL~PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT

1. Other Handicapped
2. Retarded

3. Vocational

4. Homebound

5. Driver Trafining
6. Jr. College

SPECIAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT

TOTAL NUMBER OF A1DS

Summary of state support by type of aids:

Type

General-Purpose Flat-Grants
General-Purpose Equalizing
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant
Special-Purpose Equalizing

49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
3.5% 30.2%  24.5% 8.0% 8.4%
27.1 22.7 6.8 6.8
3.1 1.2 1.6
94.7% 67.8% 72.9% 87.7% 86.4%
67.8 53.4
- 19.5
- - 87.7 86.4
1.8% 2.0% 2.6% 4.3% 5.4%
4 1.0 2.0 2.2
.3 .8 {included above)
1.2 .5 2 4
1 .3 (included with handicapped)
- - .7 .6
- - 1.4 2.2
3 7 8 7 7
Percent Number of aids
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50 1968-69
3.5% 8.47% 1 2
94 .7 86.4 1 1
1.8 5.4 1 4
100.0% 100.2% 3 7

NOTE ;

A. In gome cases grand totals do nut

total 100% due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = lcss than .05%
" - " = aids not fncluded
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KENTUCKY - STATE A1DS AND EXPENDITURES

§ Review of State Aids

E In 1949-56 the state of Kentucky reported six state aids paid to local school
¢ districts. None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Craunts. 9.6% of
the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 90.47% of the funds were
for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants. None of the funds were for Special-Purpose
Equaliz{ing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Kentucky reporied two state alds for local school dis-
tricts. None of the funds were for (eneral-Purpose Flat-Grants, 98.6% of
the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 1.4% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-(Granic. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR KENTUCKY

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50  53-4  51-8  66-1  58-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FIAT-GRANY - - - - -
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZINu-GRANT 9.6% 16,97 96.2% 98.3% 98.6%
* 1, Foundation Program

SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 90.4% 83.1% 1.8% 1.7% 1.47%
1. Free Textbook 2.7 1.8 1.7 1.4
2, Per Capita 79.5 - - -
3, Voc. Education .9 - - .
SPECIAL-PURPOSE BQUALIZING-GRANT - - - - -

i * TOTAL NUMBER OF AL’ 6 4 2 2 2

Summary of state support by type of aids:

TIype Percent Number of aids
1949-50  1968-69 1949-50  1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Grant - - - -
3 General-Purpose Equalizing 9.6 98.6 1 1
ﬁ Special -Purpose Flat-Grant 90.4 1.4 5 1
Specfal-Purpose Equaliaing - - - -
5 100.0% 100.0% 6 2
ﬁ NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not
: total 100% due to rounding.
4 B. ".0%" = less than .05%

" - " e ai{ds not included

O
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LOUISIANA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

‘Review of State Aids

102

In 1949-50 the state of Louisiana reported ten state aids paid to local

f school districts.
for Tnecial-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

districts.

A s ey s

the funds were for Special-Furpose Flat-Grants,

14.9% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

44,87 of the funds were for General+-Purpose Flat-Grants.

40.3% of

None of the funds were

For the 1368-69 year Louisiana reported sixteen state aides for local school
2.3% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
15.5% of the funds

82.17%

of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Crants.
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equaiizing-Grants.
TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR LOUISIANA
PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 44 ,8% 43,3%  33.3% 2.7% 2.3%
1. Public School Fund 40.3 33.3 2.7 2.3
2. Interest Free School Fund W1 .0 .0 W
3. Serverance Tax 2,9
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 14.9% 13.4% 51.4% 80.5% 82.1%
1. Public School Fund-Aid 13.4 51.1 80.5 82.1
2. Rapld Growing School System - .3 -
SPECIAL~PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 40.3% 43.3%, 15.0% 16.6% 15.5%
1. Teachers Special Salary Fund 18.7
2. School Lunch Fund 10.5 10.4 4.0 3.9
3. Textbooks, Supplies 3.1 2.9 2.6 2.5
4, Crippled, except. children 4 .7 .5 5
5. Regular Vocational Ed. .8 .5 ] .3
6. Driver Education 2 .1 .1
g 7. Adult Academic Ed. .2 .1 .1
8. School Lunch Personnel it - -
9. Retirement Fund - 8.9 1.9
10. Agri. Teachers .1 .1
11. Food Preservation - - .1
12. Interest on free school funds - .0
L 13. Special Vocational 6 .0
: 14, ED. & Rec., youth - .0
N 15, Americanism - .0
] 16. NDEA - .0
3 17, Cost of living 9.2 -
5 Summary of state support by type of aids:
Type Percent Number of Aids
1949-50  1968-69 1949-50  1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 44 .,8% 2.3% 2 1
General-Purpose Equalizing 14.9 82.1 1 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Crant 40.3 15.5 7 14
! Speclal~Purpose Equalizing - - - —
{ 100.0% 99.97 10 16
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - - 3% .0% -
L. Special Vecational Ed. (Facilities) - .3 .0 -
Q TOTAL RUMBER OF AIDS 10 11 12 12 16
B ’ © NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not
[:Iz\!(: : total 100% due "o rounding. Py B. ".02" = less than .05%
1 g‘! z " - "= aids not included
RS
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MAINE - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES
Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of Maine reported sixteen state aids pald to local
school districts. 8.7% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants,
8.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 82.8% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants. None of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grantis.

For the 1968-69 year Maine reported fifteen state a@ids for local school
districts. None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
80.9% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 5,5% of
the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants, 13.6% of the funds were
for Spectal-Purpose Fqualizing-Grants,

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR MAINE

e e e it i < i 2 s eSS

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT=GRANT 8.7% - - - -
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUAL1ZING-GRANT 8.5% 92.9% 94,0% 84.7% 80.7%
l. State Support-Foundation Program 92.9 94,0 84 7 80.9
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 82,8% 7.1% 5 5% 5.5% 5.5%
1. Supt., Salary-School Unions 2.7 1.7 .6 W1
2. Professional Credits Fund 1.6 1.0 4 .0
R 3, State Vocational Ed. Fund 1.4 .9 5 4
4, Special Ed. Handicapped, Excep. child. .3 .8 1.1 1.5
J 5. Driver Ed., Fund - 4 3 .3
6. Evening Schools Fund 4 .3 .2 .2
7. Interest to Plantations .3 .3 1 .1
8. Interest on Permanent Sch. 4 .1 .1 .0
9, Child of Private Tax-Exempt Inst. - .0 -
10, Sec. Ed. of Island Child. .0 .0 .0 .0
11, Temp. Res{dent Subsidy Fund A .0 .0
12, Unorgn'd Territory Funds - - 22 1.7
13, Tech. Vocational Centers - - - 1.2
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - - 5% 9.8% 13.6%
1. Supplement Loans Grants .5 .2 .0
2. State Aid School Construction .0 5.8 9.3
3. Supplement State A{d for Reorg. District .0 3.8 4,3
TOTAL NUMBER OF A1DS 16 10 15 16 15
Summary of state support by type of aids:
TYPE PERCENT NUMBER OF AIDS
1949-50  1968-69 1945-50 1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-trant 8.7 - 1 -
General-Purpose Equalizing 8.5 80.9 1 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 82.8 5.5 14 11
Special-Purpose Equalizing - 13.6 - 3
100.0% 100.0% 16 15

NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

Q B. ".0%" = less than .05%

[Elz\!(:‘ | " -t ; aids not i{ncluded
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MARYJAND - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES
Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Maryland reported nine state aids paid to local
school districts. 43.6% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-
Grants. 46.0% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
5.0% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. 5.4% of the
funds were for Spectal-Purpose EqQualizing-Grants.

For the 1965-69 year Maryland reported seven state aids for local school
districts, 2,3% of the funds were for Jeneral-Purpose Flat-Grants. 59.5%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 16.8% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. 21.27 of the funds wer: for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AlDS FOR MARYLAND

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 £8-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 43.6% 45.8% 41.6% 5.0% 2,39,
1. Basic Aid-Classroom Unit 20.4 22.2 -
2. Basic Aid Pupil Enrolled 25.2 18.9 2.2
3. Jr. College Fund 2 .5 2.8 2.3
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 46.0% 38.9% 41.6% 70.5% 59.5%
1. Equalization Fund - current 38.9 41,6 70.5 59.5
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 5.0% 11.5% 5 0% 16.3% 16.8%
1. Partial Salaries- Sch.0fficials 3.4 3.2 -
2 Ed. of Handicapped 7 1.4 3.6 7.3
3. Gen. Public School Ass't Loan 5.0 3 -
4, Adult Education .2 Bt .5 .3
5. TSPN FUND - 11.7 8.9
6. Driver Ed. - 5 .3
7. Salery Suppl. 2.2 '
SPECIAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 5.4% 3.8% 11.8% 8.4% 21.27%
1. Sch., Bldg. Incentive 3.8 11.8 8.4 21.2
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 9 i0 9 8 7
Summary of state support by type of aids:
IYPE Percent Number of Aids
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50 1968-69

General-Purpose Flat-Grant 43,6% 2.3% 2 1
General-Purpose Equalizing 46.0 59.5 1 1

+ Special-Purpcse Flat-Grant 5.0 16.8 5 4
Special-Purpose Equalizing 5.4 21.2 1 1

100.0% 99.8% 9 7

NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

B, ".0%L" = less than .057
" " = gids not included

£0.0)
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MASSACKUSETTS - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Massachusatts reported seven state aids paid to
local school districts. None of the funds were for General Purpose Flat
Grants. 73.5% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
23,8% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. 2.7% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Massachusetts reported six state aids for local scheool
districts. None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 66,67
of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 18.5% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. 14.9% of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR MASSACHUSETTS

PURPOSE,_AND TITLE 49-59 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9

GENERAL=-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - - - - -

GENERAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 13.5% 61.8% 51.2% i0.6% 66.6%
{. School Ald Fund 61.8 51.2 70.6 €6.6
. SIZCIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 23.87 26 8% 28.7% 15.2% 18.5%
1. Transportation Expense 6.6 9.0 7.7 8.4
2. Vocational Ed. 11.2 8.4 - -
3 Ed. of Handicapped 3.8 4,5 7.1
4, School Lunch Fund 3.6 3.5 2.4 2.3
5. Ed. of Blind ® peat 3.1 2.4 (included in Kandicapped)
6. State Wards' Fund 1.7 1.2 .6 .7
7. Supt. Salary 5 R -
8, Sight-saving Classes .1 .0 -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING- GRANT 2.7% 11.47 20.1% 14,29 14.9%
1. School Const. Grant 11.4 20.1 14.2 14.9
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 7 9 10 6 6
i Summary of state support by type of aids:
) TYPE Percent Number of aids
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50 1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-gGrant - - - -
General -Purpose Equalizing 73.5 66.6 1 1
: Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 23.8 18.5 5 4
‘ Special-Purpose Equalizing 2.1 14.9 1 i
100,07, 100.0% 7 6

! NOTE: A. 1In Some cases grand totals do not
¢ total 100% due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = less than .05%
Q " - = aids not facluded
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MICHIGAN - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of Michigan reported thirteen state aids paid to
local school districts, 4&,2% of the funds were for General-Purpose
Flat-Grants. 51.8% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-
Crants. 4.0% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None
of the funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Michigan reported four state aids for local school
districts. None of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Grants.
94,37 of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Granta. 5.7% of
the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were
for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR MICHLGAN

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50  53-4  57-8 6-1  68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 44 .2% 44,97 19.5% - -
1. Primary School Interest 20.5 18.2 - -
2. Jr. College Atd 23.6 1.3 - -
3. Sales Tax Diversion .8 - - -
GENERAL- PURPCGSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 51.8% 52.7% 77.0% 93.8%  94.3%
1. School Atd Fund 52.7 77.0 93.8 94.3
SPECIAL- PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 4 .0% 2.4%, 3.5% 6 2% 5.7%
1. Special Ed Fund 1.1 2.5 4.4 4.9
2. Jr. & Comm. College Capital outlay - .5 - .-
3. Vocational Ed. Fund .6 .3 - -
4. City School Dist. Fund .2 .2 .5 -
5. Adult Ed. Fund .2 .0 - -
6. Underprivileged - ~ .8 3
7. County Trainable - - .5 -
8. Intermediate Dist. - - - .5
g, Rural Ag. School 2
10. Visiting Teacher .1
11. Co. Normal . .0
12 Apprentice Trg. .0
13, Work Camp .0 .
SPECIAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING-GRANT ) - - - - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF A1DS 13 13 8 5 4
Sumnary of State Support by type of aids:
TYPE Percent Number of Alds
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50  1968-69
ceneral-Purpose Flat-Grant 44 .27 - 2 -
GCeneral-Purpose Equalizing 51.8 94.3 1 1
Sspecial=-Purpose Flat-Grant 4.0 5.7 10 3
special-Purpose Equalizing - - - -
100.0% 100.0% 13 4

Note: A. In some cases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = less than .05%
. "= aidg not {ncluded
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MINNESOTA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES
Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Minnesota reported twelve state aids paid to local
school dfstricts. 70.4% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.
14.6% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 15.0% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Minnesota reported fourteen state aids for local school
districts. 1In 1967-68 7.3% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.
76.7% of the funds were for General-Purpuse Equalizing-Grants. 15.8% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. .3% of the funds were for Special
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR MINNESOTA

PURPQSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 70.47, 75.4%  61.3% 8.8% 7.3%
l. Foundation Program-Basic 62.3 48.4 - -

2, Income Tax 8.0 6.5 4.3 1.5
3. Endowment Fund 5.1 6.0 4.5 3.8
4. Jr. College Fund . 4 . -
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING-GRANT 14.6% 11.1%2  24.07 76.1% 76.7%

1. Foundation Program -Equalizing 11.1 254.0 76.1 76.7
SPECIAL-PURPGSE FLAT-GRANT 15.0% 13.1%  14.17 14.87 15.8%

1. Transportation 8.4 8.7 8.2 7.3

2. Handicapped 1.4 1.9 2.9 3.3
3. Vocational 1.5 1.7 2.3 3.8
4, Gross Earnings 1.0 1.1 .8 .6
5. Schoot Lunch . .3 .3 .2 .2

6. Tax EXempt Land .5 .3 2 .1

7. Adrport Refund - .1 .1 .1

8. Common School Land - .0 - -

9, H.S. Teacher Training .0 .0 - -
10. Decreasing Assessed - - - .3
11. County Equalization . - .1 .1
12. State Trust Lands - - .0 .0

SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING+-GRANT - A% 5% .3% 3%

1. Emergency Aid - .4 .5 3 .3

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 12 12 15 13 14
Summary of State Support by Type of Aids:

Iype Percent Number of Aids
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50  1968-69

General-Purpose Flat-Grant 70.4% 7.3% 3 2
General-Purpose Equalizing 14.6 76.7 2 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 15.0 15.8 ? 10
Special-Purpose Equalizing .0 .3 0. n

100.0% 100.1% 12 14

NOTE: A, In gsome cases, grand totals do not
total 100% due to vounding.

B. ".0%" = less than .05%
T10 M. "o aide nnt inclnded
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HISSISSIPPI - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES
Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Mississippi reported four state aids pald to local
school districts. 45.8% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
3,1% of the funds were for Speclal-Purpose Flat-Grants. 5.3% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Mississippi reported seven state alds for local school
districts. 8.8% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 82,0%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equatizing-Grants. 9.4% of the funds
were for Speclfal-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants,

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR MISSTSSIPPI

108

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 45.8% 40.1% 10.6% 11.9% 8.8%
1. Common School Fund 39.9 10.6 4.4 3.2
2, Homestead Exempt. - - 1.5 5.6
3. Chickasaw Fund .2
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 45.8% 39.9% 73.4% 77.0% 82.0%
1. Minimum Foundation 39.9 73.4 77.0 82.0
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 3.1% 14.5%2 16.0% 11.1% g.4%
1. State Public School Bldg. 13.4 5.8 4.2
2. Vocational Ed. Fund 3.4 2.3 3.2 3.3
3, Except. Children's Fund .2 -
4. Chickasaw School Fund .1 .1 .1
5. Textbook Fund 2.0 1.6
6. Negro Teachers 8.3 - - -
7. Negro Tspn 2.8 - - -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 5.3% 5.5% - - -
1. School Bldg. 5.5
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 4 7 6 7 7
Summary of state support by type of afds:
Type Percent Number of aids
1949-50  1968-69 1949-50  1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 45.8% 8.8% 1 2
GCeneral-Purpose Equalizing 45.8 82.0 1 1
Special -Purpose FlateGrant 3.1 9.4 1 4
Special-Firpose Equalizing 5.3 - 1_ -
100.0% 100.0% 4 7

NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not

total 1007 due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = less than .05%
" " = a{ds not included
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MISSOURI - STATE A1DS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Missouri reported sixteen state aids paid to local
school districts. 537.6% of the funds were for General-P cpose Flat-Grants,
16.8% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants., 25.6% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Fiat-Grants. None of the funds were for

Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Missouri reported thirteen state atds for local school
districts., 60.0% of the funds werc for General-Purpose Flat-Grants., 11.2%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 28.87 of the funds

were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants.

Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

None of the funds were for Speclal-

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR MISSOURI
49-50 53-4 51-8 66-7 £8-9

PURPOSE AND TITLE

109

GENERAL-~PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 57.6% 70.9% 57.9%  58.1%  €0.0%
i. State School Mcnies Fund
70.9% . . .

& Junior College 57.9 36.0 36.7
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 16.87% 7.8% 15 04 13.2%  11.2%
l. State Sch. Monies Fund (Level 1 7.8 15.0 13.2 11.2

and 2)

SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 25.67% 21.3%  27.1% 28.7%  28.8%

1. Transportation 5.9 8.3 8.8 7.7

2. State Sch. Monies/Teachers 7.9 9.2 9.4

3. Free Textbook Ald 6.0 5.7 6.1 4.0

4. Reorganized Bldg. Aid 4.0 2.2 .9 .8

5. Exceptional Pupil Ald 1.5 2.1 2.7 3.9

6. Vocational Ed. Fund .8 .5 .7 2.5

7. City Teacher Training - .2 3 .5

8. Bullding Maintenance - .1 - -

9. Orphan Atd .0 .0 .0 .0
10. Central Buiflding Aid .0 .0 .0 .0
tl. High School Teacher Trng. 3 .0 - -

12, Bldg. Abandonment .1 - - .0
13, H.S., Tuition 2.6 - - -

SPECTAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING- GRANT - - - - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF A1DS 16 14 13 12 13
Summary of state support by type of atds:

Iype Percent Number of Aids

1949-30 1968-63 1949-50 1968-€9

General-Purpose Flat-Grant 57.6% 60.07% 3 2
General-Purpose Equalizing 16.8 11.2 1 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 25.6 28.8 12 10
Special~Purpose Equalizing - - - -

100.0%  100.0% 16 13
NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not

* Represents three alds.

total 100% due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = less than .05%
" - " = aids not included

gt e A

s o R .
e A A A1 PN WA gt



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

110

MONTANA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Montana reported three
gchool districts. 26.4% of the funds were for

state aids paid to local
General-Purpose Flat-

Grants., 66.7% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing Grants.
6.9% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of ti:
funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Montana reported six state alds for local school
districts. 27.4% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
67.47% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 5.2% of

the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants
for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

. None of the funds were

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR MONTANA

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 26.47,

1. Interest & Income Fund
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING-GRANT 66.7%

1. Stete Foundation Program

53:4 57-8  66:1 689
39.1%7 29.6% 18,4% 27.4%,
39.1 29.6 18.4 27.4

53.9% 63.1Y% 76.7% 67.4%

53.9 63.1 76.7 67.4

SPECIAL- PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 6.97% 7.0% 7.3% 4,9% 5.2%
1. Transportation 6.7 7.1 4.0 3.5
2. yYocational Ed. .3 L2 .2 1.3
3. Driver Training - - .6 .3
4, Impact Ald .1 .1
SPECTAL-PURPQSE EQUALEZ ING-GRANT - - - - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 3 4 4 6 6
Summary of state support by type of aids:
Type Percent Number of aids
1949-50  1968-69 1949-50 1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 26.47, 27.4% 1 1
General -Purpose Equalizing 66.7 62.4 1 3
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 6.9 5.2 1 4
Special-Purpose Equalizing - . - -
100.0% 100.0% 3 6
NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.
B. '".0%" = less than .05%

" " = ai{ds not included
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NEBRASKA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Nebraska reported tcn aids paid to school districts.
98.5% of the aid funds were appropriated for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants.
The balance of 1.5% was for Cencral-Purpose Equalizing.

For the 1968-69 fiscal year Nebraska reported eight aids. 78.1% of the aid
was pald for General-Purpose Equalizing; 15.1% for General-Purpose Flat-Grant;
and 6.7% for Special-Purpose Flat-Crant. No Special-Purpose Flat-Gront. No
Special-Purpose Equalizing:aids were provided.

TABULATION OF STATZE AIDS FOR NEBRASKA

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50  53-4  57-8  66-7  68-9
GENERAL~PURPOSE FLAT- GRANT - 82.1% 83.1% 76.0% 15.1%
1. Temporary School Fund/Census 55.5 46,1 35.1 7.3
| 2. Insurance Premium Tax - 21.7 29.2 5.4
H 3. Temporary Sech. Fund/District Constant 17.1 15.3 11.7 2.4
; 4, Temp. Sch. Fund (Lieu of tax) 9.5 - - -
E GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 1.5% .0% - - 78.1%
f 1, School Foundation & Equalization - - - 78.1
~ ; 2, Aid to districts .0 - - ~
E SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 93.5% 17.9% 16.9% 24.0% 6.7%
{ 1. Temporary School Fund (Tax) - 7.1 7.8 1.4
! 2. Special Ed. Fund 10.2 6.9 7 3.4
1 3. Armed Forces Tuition 1.8 1.7 - -
¢ 4. Vocational Ed. Fund 2.6 1.2 9 .2
h 5. Normal Training (Teacher} 1.0 .0 - -
i 6. Driver Educatien - - 5.6 W7
: 7. Disaster aid 1.5
! 8. Mallery Act - Voc. Ed. .B -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - - - - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 10 10 8 7 8
Summary of state support bv tvpe of aids:
Type Percent Number of aids
1949-50 1968-69 1949~50  1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 0% 15.1% h] 3
General-Purpose Equalizing 1.5 78.1 1 1
! Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 928.5 6.7 9 4
Special-Purpose Equalizing .0 .0 0. 0
i 100.0% 100.0% 10 8

NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

B. ".0%" ~ less than .05%
"-" = ajds not included
Qo v B
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NEVADA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENNITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Nevada reported seven state atds paid to local
school districts. .9% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Grants.
95.9% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 3.2% of
the funds were for Speclal-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were
for Special-Purpose Equaliz{ng-Grants.

For the i968-69 year Nevada reported one state ald for local school dis-
tricts. Nonc of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 100.0%
of the funds were for Gemeral-Purpose Equalizing Grants, and ncne of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants or Specfal-Purpose Equalizing-
Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AlDS FOR NEVADA

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 51-4 1-8 66-7 68-9

GENERAL*PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 9% 93.8%.- - - -

1. Distributive School Fund 83,5

2. H.S. Fund - Basic 10.3 ,

GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - 6.2X 99.3%  98.7% 100.0%

l. Distributive School Fund (Reg.) - 99.3 98.7 100.0

2. Emergency Support .2 - - -

3. School Reserve 2.1 - . -

4. Rural aid 3 - - .

5. H.S. Fund Equalfeing 3.6 - - -

SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 95.9% 0% TR 1.3% -

1. Dist. Sch. Fund (Filanancial Atld) .1 .8 -

2. Dist. Sch, Fund (Special Portlon) - - .5 -

SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 3.2% - - - -

TOTAL NUMBER OF AlLS ? ? 2 3 1

Suematry of state support by type of aids:

Ixpe Percent Number of aids
1943-50 _ 1968-69 1949-50 _ 1968-89

Cenetal-Purpose Flat-Crant .9 - 1 -

Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing 95.9 10¢.0 & ]

Special-Purpose Flat-Crant 32 - 2 -

Speclal«Purpese Equalizing s - —
100.0% 100.00 ? 1

NOTE: A, 1n some cases grand totals do not
total 1007 due to rcunding.

. ".0%" = less than .0SY
e " & gfdy not Included
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NEW HAMPSHIRE = STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

in 1949-50 the state of New Hampshire reported six state aids paid to local
school districts. None of the funls were for General-furpose Flat-Grants,
55.4% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Crants, 44.6% of
the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants and none of these funds were
for Special-Purpose Equatizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year New Hampshire reported eleven state aids for local school
districts. 10.7% of the funds werc for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Crants. 45.7%
of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Crants. £40.4% ¢f the funds
were fo- Special-Purpose Flat-Grants and 3.2% for Special-Purpose Equalizing-
Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR NEW RAMPSHIRE

POSE AND TITLE 4950 534 31-8 61 £8:9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - - - 22.3% 10.7%
1. Sweepstake a{d - - 22.3 10.7
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 55.4% 82.6% 58,07 40.4%  45.7%
{. Foundatfon Atd Fund 82.4 58.0 39.1 45.7
2. Aid to needy District 1.3 .
SPECIAL- PURPOSE FLAT- GRANT 64 .6% 17.6% 3381 31912 4042
1. School Bldg. Construction Ald - 27.4 27.6 29.4
2. E4. of Deaf Children . 4.0 3.5 3.2
3. Area Vocational School 4.3 2.1 .6 .5
4. Ed. Unorganized Areas .6 .3 A |
5. Retarded - . 1.3 1.6
6. Handicapped - . i .6
7. Emotionally Disturbed A .2
8. Feorganization Afd - - - 5.8
9. Supervisfon Fund 12.7 - - -
SPECLAL- ARPOSE EQUALIZING- GRANT - . 5.2% I 3.
1. Statevide Supetviston Fund - 8.2 1.4 3.2
TOTAL NURYER OF AtDS 6 4 6 1 1
Susmaty of state support by .ype of aids:

Iape Percent ___Number of Aids

1949-50  1968-¢9 1949-50  1968-6%9
Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Crant - 10.1 B 1
Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing $5.6% 45,7 2 1
Special-Putpose Flat-Crant &44.6 40 .4 & .|
Specisl-Putpose EqQualizing - 3.2 - 1

100.00  100.02 [3 11

NOTE: A, In sotw cases grand totats do a0t
total 1J0% due to tounding.

' 8. 0" « leas than (O3
, ’ - ® . % agids not included
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NEW JERSLY - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES
Review of State Ailds
In 1949-50 the state of New Jersey reported fourtcen state aids paid te lecal
schuol districts. 43.47 of the funds were for General-DPurpose Flat-Grants.
35.8% of thte funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 20.8% of the
funds were for Specfal-Purpose Flat-Grants and none cf thesce funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalfzing-Grants.
For the 1966-6} year New Jerscy reported fourtcen state aids for local school
districts. 43,5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants. 30.1%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 13.47% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants, 12.9% of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants,
TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR NEW JERSEY
PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 43,47, 40.97% 51,57 43,5%  Not Included
1. Minimum A{d Fund 51.5 43.5
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-CRANT 35.87 33,87 21,57 30,17
I. Equatizing Afd Fund 29,8 21.% 30.1
2. Deficlency Ail¢d 3.6
3. Ald to Needy Districts ]
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 20.8% 25.3%%% 10,9%  13,4%
1. Transportation . 1.3 5.9
2. Atypical Pupils 2.4 2.4
). Gen/Child Study .6 -
4, Vocational Evening School +J .2
5. Sslaries-County Supt. .2 o2
6, Industrial School . 0
7. Latge School Ald . 2.)
8. Adult Education .1
$. Maladjusted 1.4
10. Vocational Education .9
11. Teacher Education .0
12, State Property
13. Evening School-Foreign Born
14, County AY Centers
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANTS . - 16.1% 12,9
1. Sch. B1dg. Atd 15.0 12.8
2. Sch. B1dp. Capital Reserve .9 -
3. Emergency Atd-Needy .2 W
TOTAL NUMBER OF A1DS 14 15 i 14
Sumoaty ot State Support by Type of Atds:
Irpe o [fercentages = _ Kusber of afds
194950  19b08.¢9 1949-50 1968-89
Genetral-Purpose Flat-Grant 3.4 7. 5% k]
Cenetal-Furpose Equalizing 15.8 30.1 3 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 20.8 13.4 8 10
Specisl-Purpose Equalieing . 12.9% - 2
100.0% 99,91 14 )

NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do not
¢ (Reptesents & Aldy) total 100% due to to-nding.

#4 (Represents 8 Alds)

B, ".01" = lgss than ,05%
1 1 (' ® = " v alds not fncluded
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NEW MEXICO - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Afds

In 1949+50 the state of New Mexico reported six state aids paid to local

school districts,

1.4% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants.

for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

86.1% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.

12.5% of

None of the funds were

For the 1968-69 year New Mexlco reported ten state aids for local school

districts.

80.3% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.

None

of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 19.7% of the funds

were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants.

Purpose Equalfzing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR NEW MEXICO

57-8

89.6%

3

LR S I D I I * R WY
Lo

None of the funds were for Special-

66-7 68-9
B4.9%  80.3%
66.1 63.0
18.8 17.3
4.8 19.%
6.4 6.5
1.7 2.0
19 3.5
1.5 1.4
t.0
.3 .3
- J
- 3
- 5.4
.2 -
2
9 to

Nunber of Aids

1969-50  1968-69

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-%

GENERAL- PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 86.1% 88.47%

1. Equalization Fund 64.7

2. Current School Fund 23.7

GENERAL« PURPOSE EQUALIZING- GRANT 1.6% 9%

1. Public School Ald W9

SPECIAL~PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 12.5% 10.7%

1. Teansportation 8.6

2. Textbook Fund 2.1

J. Teacher Expr. -

4. Quatification .

5. Local Incentive -

6. Driver Ed. -

1. Chief's Discretionary -

8. Minimum Support -

9. Instructional Perssanel -

SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING- GRANT - -

1. Public School Ald

TOTAL NUMBER OF A1DS 6 5

Summaty of state support by trpe of aids;

Lxre Percent
1949-50 _ 19¢8-69

Genetal«Purpose Flat-Crant 86.1% 8.3

Ceneral-Putpose fquailzing 1.4 -

Spectal-Purpose Flat-Crant 12.5 19.?

Special-Purpose Equaliring - -

100.0Y 100.0%

NOTE:

100

2 2

1 .

)] [}
Ny 0

A, 1n some cazes grand totals do rot

total 100% due to rounding.

3. ".0U" = less than .O5%

" . " e aids not tocluded
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NEW YORK - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of New York reported eight state alds paid to local
school districts., 38.07 of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
56,67 of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 2.87 of
the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. 2.6% of the funds were
for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants,

For the 1968-69 Year New York reported seven state aids for local schuoil
districts. None of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Grants., 92.7%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants., 7.3% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants., None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizlng«Grants,

TARUTATION OF STATE AIDS FOR NEW YORK

PURPOSE AND TITLE 4%-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-%
GENERAL- WRPOSE FLAT-GRANT 38.0% 3.9z 5.7% . -
1. Attendance Fund 31.9 5.7 - -
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 56.6% 60.97, 8l.7%  99.1% 92.7%
1. Equalization Fund 60.9 81.7 99.1 92.7
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 2.8% 2.0% $.3% .92 7.1
1. thy. Handicapped/Non-English
Speaking .l 2.9 -
2. Extended School Services 1.3 .9
3. School Program 1.8 1.1 1
&. Textbooks . . 1.3
$. Coop Setvices 2.1
6. Co-Yocational .3
7. Urban Atld 2.6
8. Experimental . - . .5
9. Tuftion A - - .
SPECTAL- PURPOSE EQUALLIZING-GMANT 2.6% 5.0 7.1 . -
1. Transportation 3.6 &.7 . -
2. Building Fund 1.% 2.6 - -
). Former Dist. indedtedness .1 .0 . .
TOTAL NUMBER OF AlIDS [} 3 8 2 7
ty of state support by type of aids;
Iipe o0 ftrcen; 5 Xunbet of aids
o ‘g 1968-¢ 1949-50 1968-69
Ceneral«Purpose Flat-Crant 8. . 1 .
Oeneral-Purpose Equalining 56.6 2.7 | 1
Special<Purpose Flat-Crant 2.8 7.3 3 [
Speciat-Purpose EQualiefag 2.8 - 3 -
100.0T  100.01 ] T

NOTE: A, In some tases grend totals do not
total 100% due to tounding.

. 3. ".01" « less etan OS%
ll} " e e gids ot (hcloded



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

117

HCRTH CAROLINA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of North Carolina reported five state alds paid to local
school districts. Sd% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants,

Nene of the funds were for General-Purpose EQualizing-Grants. 27 of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalfzing-Crants.

For the 1968-69 year North Carolina reported eight state alds for local school
districts. 92.0% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of
the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 8.0% of the funds were
for Specfal-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Specfal-Purpose
Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR NORTH CAROLIRA

PURPOSE AND TITLE 43-50 53-4 57-8 $6-2 68-9
GENERAL- FURPOSE FIAT-GRANT 98.0% 65.4%  86.7%  92.7% 92.0%
1. 9-months School Fund 66.4 86.7 92.7 92.0
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING-GRANT - - - - -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 2.02 10.5% 6.8% 7.3% 8.0
1. Vocational Ed. Fund 1.6 2.1 2.4 3.1
2. Free Textbook Fund t.6 1.2 2.1 2.3
3, School Bus Fund 1.0 1.6 .9 .8
4. Construction Sch. Bldgs. ADM .7 .9 - 4
5. Const. - Sch. Bldgs. Per City 5.8 .5 - -
6. Const - Sck. Bldgs. ADN .0 . -

7. Driver Trg. 1.3 1.4
8. Meptally Handicapped .3 -
9. School Lunch B! -
10. Prof. Improvement .1 .0
1. 1.V, Fund W1 .0
SPECIAL-PURPOSE DQUALIZING- GRANT . 23.1% 6.5% - -

1. Construction -fch. Bidgs ADN 8.7 - - .

2, Construction ~Sch. Bldgs. Equalization 14.4 6.5 . -
TUTAL NUMBER OF AIDS $ L] s 9 ]
Summaty of state support by type of atds;

Lipe . DPercent Nunder of sids

1949-50 __ 1968-62 194950 1968-89
General-Putposre Flat-Craat 98.0 92.0 . 3
QCeneral-Putpose Equalizing - - . -
Specini-Putpose Flat-Crant 2.0 8.0 N 7.
t00.0Y 100.0% 5 8

NOTE: A. in gome tases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

- 3. 01" s less than 051
) nan e aids Aot tneloded
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NORTH DAKOTA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of North Dakota reported six state aids paid to local
school districts., 17.4% of the funds were for Generail-Purpose Flat-Grants.
5.3% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 44.6% of the
funds vwere for Special>Purpose Flat-Grants., 32.77 of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants,

For the 1968-69 year North Dakota repotted four state aids for local school
districts. 10.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants. §6.9%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 2.6% of the funds
were for Speciaml-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Specfal-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR NORTH DAKOTA

PURPQSE AND TITLE 49-50 -4 57-8 6-7 68-9
GENERAL PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 17.4% 54.5%  49.%% 9.9% 10.5%
1. Equalization Fund 372.5 32.4 - -

2. State Apportionment-census 17.0 16.8 9.9 10.5

GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 5.3% A2.46%  43.0%  B2.4%  86.9%
1. Equalization Fund/Elem. 27.4 5.9 . -
2. Equalization Fund/ Righ School 1.0 17.4 - -
3. Foundation Program - - 87.4 86.9
4. Emergency Atd 4.0 - - .
SPECIAL~PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 45.6% wn 2.4% 2.4% 2.8%
1. Special Education Fund 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.8
2. Vocational Education 2.1 1.1 .8 .8
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZATION-GRANT 32.1% . 5.1% %) .
1. Emergency State Aid - 5.1 .3 -
TOTAL NUMBER OF AlDS 6 ? ? 5 4
Sumsary of State Support by Yype of Alds:
petd d Percentages Rusber of Atds
1949-50 15¢8-¢9 L 1948-50 _ 1968-59
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 12.4% 10.5% 1 1
Ceneral~Purpose EQualiring 5.3 86.9 1 1
S$secial-Purpose Flat-Crant ;h: 2.% : 2
Speclat-Purpose Equalizing 2, - A -
e F 100.0% 100,0% 6 4

NOTE: A. 1n some castes grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

103 . ".01" * less than .O5%
RN * . "™e gids not [actuded

s,

irn sk vy
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OHIO - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of Ohio reported seven state aids paid to local school

districts.

of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
were for Specfal-Purpose Flat-GCrants.

Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

65.4% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.

29.3%
1.9% of the funds

3.4% of the funds were for Special-

For the 1968-69 year Ohio reported eight state aids for local school districts.

None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.
5.4% of the funds were for Special-

wvere for Ceneral-Purpose Equal{zing-Grants.

Purpose Flat-Grants.
Grante.

94.6% of the funds

None of the funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR OHIO

POSE AND TITLE
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT

1. Foundation « Uniform Distr.
2. Perm. School Fund

GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUAL1ZING-FUND
1. Foundat{ion program
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT

1. Permanent School Fund

2. Diaadvantaged

3. Adult Literacy

&. E4. T.V.

5. Noa-prblic auxitlary aervices
6. Driver 24.

7. Mentally Retarded

8. Handicapped

9. Vocational

SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT
1. Subaidy-Sch. Buses
2. Tuition Ecergency Asst.

3. Plant Rehad.
&. Emergency Building Needs

TOTAL NUMBER OF A1DS

Summary of state aupport dy type of atda:

lrpe

Generatl-Putpote Flat-Grant
OCeteral-Purpose Equalieing
Special-Purpose Flat-Crant
Special-Purpose Equalizing

119

49:50  $3-4 53-8 66:7  e8:9
65.4% 64,57 . . .
64.3
.2
9.3 29.9%  97.7%  99.03% 94.¢%
29.9 97.7 99.03 94.6
1.9% 2.1% % 0% 5.4%
2.1 .1 10 o1
1.9
0
.1
2.1
- - - 1.1
- - - W1
1.5 . . .
.6 - - -
. 3.5% 2.2y 1 S
1.1 1.7 90
- .5 - -
1.2
1.2
? 8 4 3 8
Percent — Number of atda
1949 1968-69 1949-50 9¢8-69
65.4% . 2 .
29.3 9.6 1 1
1.9 5.4 2 ?
3.4 . 2 -
100.07  T00.0v T T
NOTE: A. In some casea grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding
[ 4
.!s_)’ 5. C.07 & lesa than (051
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CKLAHOMA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Afds

In 1949-50 the state of Oklahoma reported eight state aids paid to local school
districts. 11.7% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 79.6%

of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalfzing-Grants. 8,7% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants,

For the 1968-69 year Oklahoma reported six state aid for local school districts.
36.0% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. $9.7% of the funds
vere for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 5.0% of the funds were for Special
Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-
Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE A1DS FOR OKIAHOMA

120

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL- PURPOSE FLAT- GRANT 11.7% 18.8% 19.8%  21.3% 36.0%
1. Bastic Aid Fund 13.7 13.9 .
2. Gen'l Apport. Fund S.1 5.9 3.5 4.0
3. Incentive atd 17.8 32.0
GENERAL~PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 79.6% .% %% 69.5% se.m
1. Equalization A{d 4.7 7%.1 69.5 $9.7
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 8,7% 6.5% 6.1% 9.1 $.0%
1. State Textbook Fund 3.8 3.0 3. 3.0
2. Vocational Ed. Fund 2.2 2.2 S.1 1.0
3. Randicapped Children .S .7 1.0 1.0
&. Orphan Tuition .3 .2 . 1.0
SPECIAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - - - - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 8 7 ? 6 S
Summary of State Support by Type of Afds:
Iype . Petrcent Nupber of Aids
1949-50  1968-6% 1949-50  1968-869
General-Purpose Flat-(Crant 11, 36.0 2 1
Geperal-Purpose Equalining 79.6 59.7 1 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Crant 8.7 $.0 S 3
Spectal-Purpose Fqualining - . - .
100.01 100.7% 8 3

NOTE: A. 1n some cases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

B. ".01" = less than .05Y
e " gids not {ncluded

[ 3
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OREGON - STATE AIDS ANMD EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Oregun reported nine state alds paid to local
achool districts. 75.0% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-
Grants. 16.0% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
9.0% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the
funds were for Special=-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Oregon reported sixteen state aids for local school
districts. 69.32% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
13.90% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 16.71%
of the funds were for Spocial-Purpose Flat-Grants and none of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR OREGON

PURFOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 75.0% 86.8% 72.2% 70.6% 69.32%
1. Basic School Fund - Adm. 68.4 68.3 62.8 55.90
2. Basic Schoal Fund-Crowth 2.9 2.7 2.38
3. Common School Fund .9 .9 2.3 2.55
4. Basic School Fund, Comm. College .1 2.8 8.49
5. Basic Support - Teacher Unit 17.5

GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 16.6% 6,1% i7.1% 15.7% 13,9%
1. Basic Sch. Support Fund-Foundation 5.3 17.1 15.7 13.9
2, Basic Sch. Support Fund-Emergency .8

SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 9.0% 7.1% 10.1% 13.72 16.71%
1. Basic Sch. Support-Transport. 5.4 7.6% 6.7 6.77
2. Basic Sch. Fund-Handicapped 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.54
3. Vocational Ed. Fund .3 4 W1 .11
4, Basic Sch. Fund-Mentally retarded .3 1.3 1.27
5. Basic School Fund-Curriculum improv. .2 .1 -

€. Basic Sch. Fd. Educ. advanced .1 .1 .02
7. Community College - Construction - 2.6 5.10
8. Student Driver - .6 .61
9. Sp. Aids - T.E. land - R .11
10. Ed. Development - .3
11. Disadvantaged Children .62
12. Aid to individuals .06
13. Special Schools .50
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - - .6% - -

1. Rasic School Fund-Emergency .6 -

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 9 8 12 15 16
Summary of state support by type of aids:

Type Percent Number of aids
1949-50 1968~69 1949-50 1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 75.0 69.32 3 4
General-Purpose Equalizing 16.0 13.90 2 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 9.0 16.71 4 11
Special-Purpose Equalizing - - - _—
100.0% 99.93% 9 16
NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do not B. ".0%" = less than .05%
total 100% due to wounding <" = gids not included

125
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PENNSYLVANIA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949+50 the state of Pennsylvania reported tep state aids paid to loral

school districts.
8%.37% of the funds were for Gencral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

the funds were for Special-Purpoce Flat-Grants.

for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

4.57

None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.

of

11.27 of the funds were

For the 1368-69 year Pennsylvania reported seventeen state atds for local

school districts.
71.3% of the funds were for General~Purpose Equalizing-Grantr,

the funds were for Speclal-Purpose Flat-Crants,

for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.
TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR PENNSYLVANIA

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 £6-7 689
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT+GRANT - 1.0% - - 1.9%

l. Ccomunity College - - - - 1.9

2. Ctosed Sch, Support 1.0 - - -
GENERAL~PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 84.37, 8).6% 74 .67 1A 3% )4 71.%

1. Pub. School Fund/Basic Progran 83.% 74.6 71.3 L3

2, Distressed Districts A - - -
SPECIAL- RURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 4.5 4.3% [ 9824 9.6% 15.8%

1. Pub. Sch. Ed./special fund & 2.2 4.7 4.6

2. Pub. Sch, Fund/Closed School .8 .5 .3

3. County Supervision Fund .8 .6 .7 .5

4. Med. & Dental Exam. Fund 1.3 .6 2.2 1.5

5. Vocational Ed. Fund .7 4 1.5 1.7

6. Fiscell. Subsidies (Spec. prog.) 1.1 3 .0 1.5

7. Migrant vorkers . - - .0

8. Sevage - - 0

9. In 1{eu of tages .0

10. Bonus 5.7

SPECIAL-PVRPOSE EQUALIZING-(RANT 1.2y 1T 20057 19013 11.0%

1. Obligations to Sch. Bldg. Auth. 1.8 7.6 7.5 6.)

2. Transportation Fund 6.0 5.7 5.) 4.1

3. Public Sch. Fund/supplemental payment 3.6 4.2 -

&, Pudblic Sch. Fund/tuition retmbursment 2.6 1.7 .5 -

$. Sch. Nurdes Fund 1.2 . .

b. State Supp. Ed. & Recreat. Ext.(Homebound) W .3 1.0 .1

7. Driver 4. Fund J .5 4

8. Ald to Finaa, Distressed Dist. 1 .1 A

TOTAL NUI2QER OF AIDS 10 13 16 13 1?

SuumaAry of state support by type of aidy:

ype 5 Ferceat Number of aids

1945-50_ 1968-¢3 949-50  1988-59
General-Purpose Flat-Crant - 1.9 % - 9(;5 =
Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing 8.3 71.3 2 1
Spectal-Turpose Flat-Crant 4.5 15.8 & 10
Special-Purpose Equalizing 11.2 1.9 & 3
100,01  100.0% itR 7

NOTE :

1.97 of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Grants.

15.8% of

11.0% of the funds were

A, Tna tome cares grand totals 4o not
tots]l 100% due to rouading.

B. 01" slees thaa 05

" a afds not fncluded
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RHODE ISLAND - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDIT'RES

Review of State Aids

123

In 1949-50 the state of Rhode Island reported ten Sstate alds paid to local
school districts. 14.67 of the funds were for General-Purpose F!at:Gran:s.
4.0% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Crants. 81.4% of the
funds vere for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for
Special-Purpuse Equalizing-Grants.

for the 1968-69 year Rhode Island reported four state aids for local scho?l
districts. None of the funds were for General-Purposc Flat-Grants. B83.27%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants, 5.1% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. 9.7% of the funds were for Special-

purpose Equalizing-GCrants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR RIODE ISLAND

FURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4  57-8  66-7  68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 14.6% 13.37 44.0% - -
1. Pub, Sch. Foundation Fund - 44.0 - -
2. Per Caplta Aid 11.2 - - -
3. H.S. Aid 2.1 - - -
GENERAL~PURPOSE EQUALTZING-GRANT 4.0%, 3.5% 9.47, 90.03% 83.2%
1., Public Sch. Foundation Prog. Fund - 8.0
2. Equalization Fund 3.5 1.4
3. School Operation Fund - - 90.03 83,2
SPECTAL-PURPUSE FLAT~GRANT 81.4% 82.9%  45.6% - 7.1% )
1. Teachers Salaries Fund 4.0 36.0 :
2, Teachers Money, Per Capita Ald 4,9 ‘
3. Education of Handicapped Fund .2 2.9 2.4
4. %.S. Atd & Consolidated Sch. Fund .8 !
5., Supervisfon Fund 1.1 .4
6. Vocational Grants & Claims 1.0 A
7. Medical Inspection .3 .1
8, Fed. Apprenticeship Training .1 W1
9, Disadvantaged Children - 4,7
10, H.8. TSPN 1,5 -
11, School Lunch 4,7 - - -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - 3% 1.0% 9,977 9.7%
1. Transporting Children - .9 !
2. Permanent Sch. Fund .3 .1
3. School Housing Aild - - 9,97 9.7
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 10 12 13 2 4
Summary of state Support by type of aids:
Type Percent - Number of aids
1949-50 1968-63 1949-50  1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Crant 14 .6 - 2 -
General-Purpose Fqualizing 4.0 83.2 1 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 81.4 5.1 7 2
Spectal-Purpose Equalizing - 9.7 o N
100.07% 100.07 10 4
£: A, In some cases grand totals do net B. *.0%" = less than .05% \«

I

total 100% due to rounding

It . 2 aids

not included
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SOUFH CAROLINA - STATE AiDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review nf State Aids

Tn 19%9-50 the state ol South Carolina reported nine state alds paid to
local schoal districts. 4.2/ of the fonds were for Cencral-Purpose Flat-
Crants.  Nene of the funds were for General-lurpose Equalizing-Grants or
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants., 95,84 of th¢ funds were for Special-
Purpose Flat-Grants,

For the 1908-09 vear Sovth Carctina reported eighteen state aids for local
school distrivts. 100,07 o the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants.

TABUTATICN OF STATE AIDS FOF SOVTI CAROLINA

PURPOSE _AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL=PURPOSE FIAT-GRANT 4.7 3.97 - - -
I. Teacher's Salary Fund-Supervision 3.9
GEMERAL- PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - - - - -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FIAT-GRANT 95.8% 96.1% 100,0% 100.0% 160.0%
1, Teacher's Salary Fund 51.4 6.3 66.3 66.5
2, Pub. Sch., 8ldg. Fund 35.7 15.6 9.0 9.7
3. Transportation Fund 6.2 7.2 6.2 6.2
4. Maintenance & Operation Fd. 4.0 4,6 3.9
5. Teacher's Salary Fund - Sup. &
Overhead 4,0 23 2.9
6. Vocational Ed. Fund 1,7 1.9 3.4 3.1
; 7. County Sch. Admin. Fund ) 3 .2 .2
; 8, School Lunch Fund .3 .2 .4 .1
' 9, School Lunch Supervis. Fund .2 .2 .1 .1
: 10. Visiting Teacher's Fund .2 .2 .1 .1
i 11. Adult Ed. Fund .1 .1 1.1 1.0
12, Teacher's Salary Fund-Principals - 2.3 2.6
: 13. Textbooks 1.7 2.1
i 14. Driver Ed. .1 .2
i 15. Audiovisual .1 .1
' 16. State Surplus 2.1
. 17. Area Vocational - - - .8
: 18. Trade School - - - .5
} 19, Mentally & Phy. Handicapped - - - .0
b SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT . - - - - -
: TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 9 10 11 16 18
? Summary of state support by type of aids:
i
} Iype Percent Number of aids
| 1949-50  1968-69 1948-50 1968-69
b General- Purpose Flat-Grant 4,27 - 1 -
E CGeneral-Purpose Equaliring - - - -
i Special~Purpose Flat-Grant 95.8 100,07, 8 18
; Special-Purpose Equalizing - - I -
[ 100.0%  100,0% 9 8
i NOTE: A, In some cases grawd totals do not
total 1007 due to rounding
B. ".04" = less than .05%
" - "= afds not included
. = "
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SOUTH DAKOTA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of South Dakota reported four state aids paid to local
school districts. 93.68% of the funds wvere for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
6.32% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Crants, Nonz of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants or Special-Purpose Equalizing-
Grants.

For the 1968-69 year South Dakota reported eight state aids for local school
districts. 75,027 of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 18.8%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 6,11% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Graats. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants,

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR SOUTH DAKOTA

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-54 57-58 66-67 68-69
GCENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 93.68% 96.47% 96.10% 74.14%  75.02%
1. State Ald--Appropriations 54.00 53.45 55,15 52.95 53.81
2, permanent Sch. Fund Approp. 39.68  43.02 40.95 21.19  21.21
GENERAL = PURPOSE EQUALIZING GRANT 6.327  3,39% 2,527 19.83% 18.87%
1. T. Base Depletion 5.87 2.56 2.23 2.22 2.1
2. Indian Lands 45 .67 - - -

3, Ppublic Shooting - .16 .29 34 .42
4. Foundation - Equal - - - 17,27 16.34
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-CGRANT - «13%, 1.38% 6.047% 6.11%
1. Spectal Education - .13 1,38 1.42 .79
2. Vocational - - - 1.43 .82
3. Transportation - - - 3.19 4.50
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING-GRANT - - - - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 4 6 5 8 8

Summary of state support by type of aids:

Iype lercent Nunber of ajids
1949-50 _ 1968-69 1949-50 1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 93,68 75,02 2 2
General-purpose Equalizing 6.32 18.87 2 3
Special ~Purpose Flat-Grant .0 6.11 0 3
Special-Purpose Equalizing - - - -
100.0% 100.07 4 8

NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do
total 100% due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = legs than ,05%

'« Y = aids not included
™
1 3. O ‘
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TENNESSEE - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of Tennessee reported six state aids pafd to local
school districts. 19.97 of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
63.6% of the funds were for General-vPurposce Equalizing-Grants, 3.2% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. 13.47 of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Tennessee reported six state alds for local school
districts. Nene of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 89.9%
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 4,74 of the funds
were for Specfal-Purpose Flat-Grants. 5.47 of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE A1DS FOR TENNESSEE

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT=-GRANT 19.8% 22,0% 14,87 - -

1. Sch. Gen., Afd Gund 22.0 14,8 - -
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING-GRANT 63.67% 59.5% 71.6% 90,0% 89.97,
!. Annual Sch. Program - Equalizing 59.5 71.6 90.0 89,9
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 3.2% 8.7% 4,5% 3.9% 4.7%
1, Textbook Fund 6.0 2.4 1.8 2,0
2, Vocational Ed. Fund 2.0 1.5 1.3 1:8
3. Sick Leave-Teacher's Fund .5 KA 2 .3
4, Mentally Retarded Fund .2 .2 .2 -

5. Special Ed. . - 4 .6
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 13.4% 9.8% 9.1% 6.0% 5.4%
1. Capital Qutlay Fund 9.8 9.1 6.0 5.4
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 6 ? 7 7 6
Summary of state support by type of aids:

Type Percent Number of aids

1949-50 1968-69 1949-50  1968-69

CGeneral-Purpose Flat-Grant 19.8% - 1 -

-+ »» General-Purpose Equalizing 63.6 89.9 1 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 3.2 4,7 3 4
Special-Purpose Equalizing 13.4 5.4 1 1

100,0%  100,0% 6 6

NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = less than .05%
"-" = aids not included
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TEXAS - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Texas reported three state aids paid to local
school districts. 52.1% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-
Crants. &44.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose EQualizing-Grants.
None of the funds were for Speclal-Purpose Flat-Grants, 3.4% of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 1968-69 ycar Texas reported three state aids for local school
districts. 40.6% of the funds vere for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
56.8% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 2.77
of the funds were for Spacial-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Crants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR TEXAS

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4  57-8  66-7  68-9
GENERAL = PURPOSE FIAT-GRANT 52.1%  60.7% 56.6%  37.5%  40.6%
1. Available School Fund 60.7 56.6 37.5 40.6
> GENERAL-~ PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 44.,5%  35.8%  40,9% 59.3% 56.8%
. 1. Foundation Sch. Prog. Fund 35.8  40.9  59.3  56.8
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - 3.5% 2.5% 3.2% 2.7%
1. State Textbook Fund 3:5 2.5 3.2 2.7
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZ ING- GRANT 3.4% - - - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 3 3 3 3 3

Summary of state support by type of aids:

Type Percent Number of aids
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50 1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Grant 52.1 40.6 1 1
General-Purpose Equalizing 44,5 56.8 1 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant - 2,7 - 1
Special-Purpose Equalizing 3.4 - 1 -
100.07, 100,17 3 3

NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do not
total 100% due to rounding.

| 8. '".0%" = less than .05%
l " - "= aids not included
3
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UTAR - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES 128

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Utah reported elght state aids paid to local school
districts., B87.2% of the funds were for General-Purpos:2 Equalizing-Granis.
12.87% of the funds were for Spectal-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants or General-Purpose Flat-Grants,

For the 1968-69 year Utah reported eleven state alds for local school dis-
tricts., None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 88,27% of
the funds were for General~Pu:pose Equalizing-Grants, 6.2% of the funds
were for Specfal-Purpose Flat-Grants, 5,8% of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR UTAH

PURPOSE_AND TITLE 4950 53-4 51-8 66-17 £8-9
GENERAL~PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - - - - -
CENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANTS 87.27 8¢.2% 92.,3% 90.3% 88.2%
; 1. State Uniform Sch. Fund/ Basic
: & Leeway 86.2 92.3 90.3 88.2
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FIAT-GRANT 12.8% 3.0% 3.0% 6.2% 6.2%
: 1. School Lunch Fund 2.7 1.8 1.8 1.9
2, Driver Ed. Fund 1.1 .7 .6
: 3, Vocational Ed. Fund .3 .1 KA 3
: 4. Continuing Sch. Bldg. Aid - 1.6 1,5
: 5. Extended Sch, Year - .9 .8
. 6. IMC Fund - .8 .6
i 7. Data Processing .3
‘ 8. Ed. T.V. .1
f SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - 10.8% 4.7% 3.5% 5.87%
i 1. sch, Buflding Fund 10.8 4.7 3.5 3.3
z‘ 2. TSPX 2.5
f NOTE: Retirement funds are not included in aids.
‘ TOTAL UMBER OF AIDS 8 4 5 8 1n
L, Summary of state support by type of aids:
E Iype Percent Number of afds
[ 1949-50 1968-69 1949-50 1968-09
g General-purpose Flat-Grant - - - -
¥ Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing 87.2 88.2% 1 1
2 Special-pPurpose Flat-Grant 12.8 6.2 7 8
3 Special-Purpose Equalizing - _5.8 - 2.
: 100.0% 00.2% 3 11
. NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not
e total 100% due to rounding.
é B, ",0%" = less than .057%
%‘ “. " a2 aids not Included
g‘ . 430
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VERMONT - STATE AINS AND EXPENDITURFS

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of Vermont repcrted seven state aids paid to local
school districts, None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
96.3% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 3.7% of
the funds were for Specfal-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were
for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Crants.

For the 1968-69 year Vermont reported five state aids for local school dis-
tricts. None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 81.5% of
the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 18,3% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants, None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR VERMONT

129

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-350 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - - - - -
GENERAL=-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 96.3% 81.5% 60.9% 75.7% 81.5%
1. Gen. State Aid Fund 81.5 60.9 75.7 81.5
SPECTAL-PURPQOSE FLAT-GRANT 3.7%  18.5%  39.1%  26.3%  18.3%
1. Capital Qutlay Fund 12,3 33.0 -

2. Handicapped Children 3.7 3.8 7.2 4.6

3. Vocational Educ. Fund 2.1 2.0 3.4 1.0

4. School Bldg. Fund .1 12.4 11.5

5. Standardization of Schools .2 W1 -

6. War Orphans Fund 0 0.0 -

7. Fort Ethan Allen Inst. Fund - 0.0 -

8. Driver Ed. - - 1.2 1.2

9. Community School Building .1 - .
10, Visual Ed. .1
11, Sight & Hearing .0

SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - - - - -
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS ? 9 8 6 5
Summary of State support by type of aids:

TIype Percent Number of aids

1949-50 1968-69 1949-50 1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-Crant - - - -
General-Purpose Equalizing 1.6 B1.5 2 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 98.4 18.3 10 4
Special-Purpose Equalizing - - - -
100.0% 99.8% 12 5

NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do not

total 1007 due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = less than .057
" - " = aids not included
£ q"
1
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VIRGINIA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Alds

In 1949-50 the state of VYirginia reported twelve state aids paid to local
school districts. None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
1.6% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equaliziug-Grants. 98.4% of
the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were
for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 196B8-69 year Virginia reported twenty state aids for local school
districts. 21.3% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants., 064.9%
of the funds were for Gener.l-Purpose Equalizing~Grants. 13.7% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. .l1% of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

TABUTATION OF STATE AIDS FOR VIRGINIA

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49:50  53-4_  57-8  66-7  68-9
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT - - - - 21.3%
1. Sales Tax - - - 21.3
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 1.6% 5.4% 9.87, 80.6% 64,97,
1. Minimum Educ. Prog. Fund 5.2 9.8 - -
2. Basic School Fund - - 80.6 64.9
3. Discretionary .2 - - -
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT 98.4%  94.6%  90.0% 19.3% 13.7%
1. Teacher's Salaries 64.3 59.6 - -
2. Salary Equalization Fund 1.4 13.7 - -
3. Pupil Transportation Fund 9.5 7.6 5 3
4. Vocational Educ. Fund 5.6 5.6 4. 3
5. Local Supervisiou Fund 1.4 1.0
6. Special Education Fund .3 .8 2 2
7. Twelve-months Principals' Fund .6 .5 .

; 8. local Adminlstration Fund 5 4

. 9, Sick Leave for Teachers' Fund .5 N

: 10. Free Textbook Fund 4 .3 1

H 11. Adult Education Fund 1 .1

12. Teaching Scholarship -
13. Pilot Study

14, Ed. T.V.

15. Library Fund

16. Summer School

17. IN-SVC Fund

18 Drlvet Ed

—
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SPECIAL PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - 2% 1% 1%
Summary of state support by type of alds
Type Percent Number of aids
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50  1968-69
General-Purpose Flat-GCrant - 21,3 - 1
General -Purpose Equalfizing 1.6 64.9 2 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 98.4 13.7 10 17
Special-Purpose Equalizing - .1 - L
100.07. 100.0% 12 20
1. Discretionary Fund - continuency - .2 .1 1
TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 12 13 13 20 20
NOTE: A. In some cases grand totals do not ".0%" = less than .05%
Q total 100% due to rounding. 135"-" . = gids not included

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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WASHINGTON - STATE AIDS AND LXPENDITURES

Review of State Afds

In 1949-50 the state of Washington reported seven state aids paid to local
school districts. 87.3% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants,
7.0% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. .8} of the
funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants, 4.9% of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants,

For the 1968-6% year Washington reported seven state ailds for local school
districts. None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants, 82,67
of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 13.1% of the
furds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Crants. 4.3% of the funds were for
Specfal-Purpose Equalizing-Grants,

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR WASHINGTON

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9 .
GENERAL-PURPOSE FLAT=GRANT 87.3% 60.,3% 61.3% - -

1. School Fund for Basic Support 60.3 61.3 - -
GENERAL-~PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 7.04 20.4% 20.3% 76.8%4 82.6%
1. Equalization of Dist. Tax Proceeds 12.6 13.0 -

2. State Sch. Equatization Fund 7.7 7.3 -

3. Basic Support Portion - 4 76.8 82.6
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT~GRANT .8% 8% 1.47% 17.9% 13.17
1. Bduca. of Handicapped .8 1.4 4.2 4.9
2, Community College - - 5.5

3. TSPN - - 4.8 6.1
4, Vocational-Tech. School Fund - - 2.5 1.2
5. State Institutions - - .6 N
6. Adule Ed. - - .3 .2
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUALI2 ING-GRANT 4.9% 18.5% 17.0% 5.3% 4.5
1. School Butlding Constructfon Fd. 18.5 17.0 5.3 4.3
TOTAL RUMBER OF A1IDS 7 5 5 8 7

Summary of state support by type of aids:

e e A W e T g Ty ey

Type Percent Rumber of aids
1949-50 1968-69 1949-50  1968-69
General-~Purpose Flat-Grant 87.3 - .
General-Purpose Equalizing 7.0 82.6 1 1
Special~Purpose Plat-Grant .8 13.1 3 5
Special-Purpose Equalizing 4.9 4,3 1 1
100.0% 100.0% 7 7

NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do nat
total 1007 due to rounding.

B. ".0%" = less than .05%
" « " = aids not {factuded

o 1 86
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WEST VIRGINIA - STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of West Virginia reported six state aids paid to local
school distrlcts. None of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants.
98.5% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 1.5% of the
funds were for Specfal~Purpose Flat-Grants and none of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

For the 196B-69 year West Virginia reported twelve state aids for local school
districts. None of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Grants. 46.7%

of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 53.5% of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None of the funds were for Special-
Purpose Equaliziug-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR WEST VIRGINIA

PURPOSE_AND TITLE 49-50 53-4  57-8  g6-7  68-9
GENERAL-FURPOSE FLAT-GRANT . 2.7 - - -
1. State Aid - Supplemental 2.7 - - .
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 98.5% 95.7% 87.3% 55.8%  46.7%
1. State Aid Fd./ Foundation Prog. 95.7 87.3 55.8 46.7
SPECTAL- PYRPOSE FLAT- GRANT 1.5 l.6%  12.7% 44.2%  53.5%

1. Teachers' Salaries-Supp.
Instr. Portion 11.3 3

2, Vocational Ed.

3. Crippled Children

4. Free Textbook

5, School Lunch

6.

7.

8.

[

S
~ 0
~ WO WO O WWW WY

—_— A O

3
3

County Supt. .1
Orphange Find .0
Increased Enrollment -
9. Supporting Services -
10, Comprehensive Ed. -
11. Safety Education

N WO m WM OO W

@

1 e\

SPECIAL~PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT - - - - -

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIDS 6 ? 8 11 12
Sumnary of state support by type of alds:

TYPE PERCENT NUMBER OF AIDS
1949-50  1968-69 1949-50  1968-69

General-Purpose Flat-Graat -
General- purpose EqQualizing 98.
General-Purpose Flat-Grant i.
General-Purpose Equalizing - -

0.07%, 100.2%

NOTE: A. In some cases gra § stals do not
total 100% due to unding.

B. ".0%" = less than .05%
" - "= aids not included
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WISCCNSIN ~ STATE AIDS AND EXPEND1TURES

Review of State Ajds

In 1949-50 the state of Wisconsin reported five state aids paid to local
school districts., 85.4% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing
Grants. 14.6% of the funds were for Special-Purpose Flat-Grants. None
of the funds were for Special-Purpose Equalizing-Grants or General-Purpose
Flat-Grants.

For the 1968-69 year Wisconsin reported eight state aids for local school
districts. 3.8% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Grants. 76.7%
of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. 19.4% of the
funds were for Special-Purgose Flat-Grants. Nene of the funds were for
Special-Purpose Equalieing-Grants.

TABULATION OF STATE A1DS FOR WISCONSIN

PURPOSE AND TITLE 49-50 53-4 57-8 66-7 68-9
GENERAL* PURPUSE FLAT-CRANT - 53.5%  49.6% 24.8% 3.8%
1. Pub. Sch, Fund - Flat-Grant 51.9 49,6 4.8 3.3
2. Cotmon School Fund 1.6 - -
GENERAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 85.4% 23.0% 33.0%  56.7% 15.9%
1. Pudb. Sch. Fund/Equalfzing 23.0 33.0 56.7 76.7
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT®GRANT 16.6% 22.5% 17.3% 18.5% 19.61.
1. Trarsportation Fund 15.0 9.8 6.4 7.5

. Educ. for Handicapped 5.5 5.0 6.0 5.6
3. Vocational & Adult Educ. 1.8 1.2 3.8 4.0
4. Common Sch., Fund (library books) - 1.0 .6 .6
5. Tuition Fund .2 J 1.0 1.0
6. Driver Ed. - - 7 N
SPECIAL-PURPOSE EQUAI T2 ING-GRANT - 1.0% A% - -
1. Transportation Fund 1.0 .1 (Included in Gen. Purpose)
TOTAL NUMBER OF AlDS 5 8 8 R 8

Summary of state support by type of afds:

Iype . Percent Nupber of alds
1949-50  1968°89 1949-50  1368-69%
General-Purpose Flst-Grant - 3.8 . 1
General-Purpose Fqualieing 85.4 .7 D) 1
Special-Purpose Flat-Grant 14.6 19.4 ? (]
Special-Purpose Equalizing . — - :
109.0% . =5 T

NOTE: A, In some cases grand totals do act
total 1001 due to tounding.

3. ".0A" = less tran .05%
W s " oaaids not included
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WYOMING « STATE AIDS AND EXPENDITURES

Review of State Aids

In 1949-50 the state of Wyoming reported five state aids paid to local
school districts. 95.3% of the funds were for General-Purpose Flat-Crants.
4.7% of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. None of the
funds were for Specfal-Purpose Flat-(rants or Special-Purpose Equalizing-

Crants.

For the 196€-67 year Wyoming reported two state alds for local school dis-
! tricts. 17.1% of the funds were for Ceneral-Purpose Flat-Grants. 82,97

of the funds were for General-Purpose Equalizing-Grants. None of the funds
were for Special-Purpose Flat-Gran:s or Speclal-Purpose Equalizing-Grants.

{ TABULATION OF STATE AIDS FOR WYOMING
; PURPQSE AND TITLF 49-50  53-4  57-83  66-7  68-9
GENERAL PURPOSE FLAT-GCRANT 95.3%  96.5% 17.1%  17.1%  (Not included

in 63-69 report)

| 1. Corrmn School Land Incoma 25.7 17.1 i7.1

; 2. Aid to Public Schools 2.8

1 3. State Tax School Fund 68.0
GENERAL® PURPOSE FQUALTZING-CRANT 4, 7% 3.57 82.9% 82.9
1. Scheol Feundation Program - 82.9 82.9
2. School Equalizstion 3.5
STECIAL- FURPOSE FLAT-CRANT - - - -

! SPECIAL- VRPOSE FQUALIZING- GRANT - - - -
TOTAL MUULER OF ALDS 5 4 2 2
Surmmary of State Support by Iype of aids;

{ Iype . Pcrcentages Nusber of Alds
i 1949-50  19¢6-67 1949-50 _ 1966-62

Ceneral-TPurpose Flat-Grant 95.31 i7.1% & 1
‘, Ceneral-Purpote Equalizing 4.7 82.9 1 1
N Specisl-Purpose Flat-Grant - - B -
Specisl-Purpose Equalizing - . o -
. 100.0% 100.0}% 5 2

NOTE: A. 1In some cases grand totals do
not total 1001 due to rounding.

8. O™ = jess than ,O5%
"™ s a1ds not fncluded
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NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL FINANCE PROJECT
Roe L. Johns, Project Director
Kern Alexander, Associate Director
Richard Rossmiller, Finance Specialist

Floyd Chriatian, Commi{ss{oner of Education
Florida, Administering State

PROJECT COMMITTEE
l
{ Edgar Morphet James Alan Thomas Willfam Mclure
i Univeraity of California Unfverafty of Chicago University of 11linois
¥
i Erfck Lindman James A. Xelly
y U.C.L.A. Columbia University
;
. ADV1ISORY COMMITTEE
James Gibbs Eugene MclLoone
U. S. Office of Edv:ation Natfonal Edvcetional Assocfation
Henty Cone Will Myers
Education Comuission of the States Advisory Commirston of

Intetgovernrental Relatfons

COORDINATING COMMITIEE

-~ - S R R

(Chief State School Offlcers) (State Coordinators)

Floyd T. Christian, Florida Herman 0. Myers, Florida

tta Polley, Michigan Philltp T. Frangos, Michigan

Duane ). Matthela, Minneaota S. Walter Marvey, Minnesota

Newell J. Pattre, New Hampshire Paul R. Fillion, New Harpshire

Japes E. Allen, Jr., John W. Polley, New York
Rew York floyd L. Rogan, New Yotk

Dale Patrnell, Oregon Pelos D. Witllams, Oregon

J. M. Warf, Tennessee T. 5. VWedd, Tenneasee

J. W. Edgar, Tenas warren Kitt, Texas

T. H. Bell, ttah Walter D. Taldot, ttah

Progtan Adninlatrators

V. S. Office of Education
Rarey Philitps
Jamea Gibds
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STATE AGENCY CONTACT PERSON

State

Alabama
Arfzona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connceticut
Delaware
Florica
Georgia

tdaho
11tinots
tndfana

fowa

Xansas
Kentucky
Louf{sfana
Majne
Matyland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Misstssippt
Mlesourti
Hontans
Nehraska
Mevada

New Mampahire
Nes Jersey
New Mexico
New Yorh
Notth Carolina
North Dikota
Ohio
Okiahcma
Cregon
fennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carsliras
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas

Utah

Versont
virginia
Wathiagton
west Virglinia
Wisconsin

Wyoaing

141

Person

M. H. Ktmbrough

Jim Showers

H. Z. Snell

Robert J., Clemo
Stanley A. Leftminch
Maurice J. Ross
Edward J. Moynchan
Elridge R. Collins
0, H. Jofner

Allen P, Jeffries

A. X, Evans

Gerald C, Carcony

D. J. Gill{land

U, H, Budd

James Melton

George R, Penton, JIr,
Asa A, Gordon

br. Q. L. karhart
Dr. Everett G. Thisatle
Roger Boline

S, Walter Harvay

¥, S, Griffin

H. Kenneth Kirchner
John F. Campbell

M., L. Christensen
John R. Ganble
Wi{llt{sa B, Baston
Edwatd W, Kilpatrick
teonard Detavo
Francis E. Griffin
Dr. A. Cralg Phillips
A. R. Nestoss

John M. Parzans

Dr. Charlesr L. Weber
Lloyd Thomas

Dr. Herbert E. Bryan
fdward F. Wilcox

R. W, Burnette

James C. Schooler

T. B, Webdber

teon R. Graham

Dr. Maurice Barnett
Oaniel G, ¢'Connor
J. G. Blewnt, Jr.
Korman Westline
Willlam Coffman
Alden M. Kinpston
Levis Fineh
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APPENDIX C

A GLOSSARY OF SELECTED TERMS

One of the major ¢ifficulties in a discussion of school finance and
teorganitation {s the vast number of terms used and the manner in which the
terms are employed. This section presents a generalfzed glo:sary of terms
which are relevant to the area of school finance &nd reorganization. Terms
included {n the glossary have been used in the sections related to organi--
atfon and legislation, fntermediate units, state aids and the basic statf. lcs.

1. ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT - A geogt. chic area which, for specified public =choot
purposes, is under the supervision or control of a single board of education
and/or adminlstration officer. This may be a state, intermediate, o:
local basi{c unft.

2, ATTENDANCE AREA - An administrative unit or cubdivision of Lt cans{sting
of the territory from which children legally may attend a given school
building or school center.

3. COMMON SCHOOL « An obsulescent designation for the traditional B-year
public elementary school providing a foundation program for cducation.

4. CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL DISTRICT = A term limited f{n some atates to disteicts,
usvally rural, maintafning a single attendance unit while {n nther states
ft applies to wny schrol distelet serving territory once rerved by two ot
more districts,

S. COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICE - A unit of schosl adminfatration fn which school
affefrs of the county as a wvhole (sometimes with specified exceptions)
are controlted by a county doard of education.

6, COUNIY SUPERINTENDENT = An elected or appointed adnmininttation officer v a
county who Is charged with the general supervirfon of specified schools in
the respective countfes of the state In regatd to matters of goverament,
covesea of fnstruction and general conditions of the schools in the county.

7. DISSOLUTION OF DISIRICT  The breaking up of a consolidation thrcugh legal
procers, with a return of each disatrict that (ormed the original contolf-
dation to lye independent status that existed before the consolidation
took place.

8. ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DESIRICT - A school district for which no provisjon s
made for public school work beyond the elementaty prades.?

9. EQUALTZING AIDS « Afds which are disteiduted by formulae and procedutes
giving cecognition to local financial adbfility and ceek to taise the level
of expenditures for education in the less wealthy districts vhile providing
propottionately greater financial assistance to the less wealthy districts.3

«3. FLAT GRANT ALDS « Alds vhich are usually atiocated to all pacticipating

disteicts on an equal basis vithout repard to local financial adilfty.
These aids are usually called matching or retmdurzement and seekx to ralte

the level of expenditurea {n all disteicks, both tich and poot.3
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12,

13,

4,

15,

17.

18.

20.

21,

GENERAL PURPOSE AIDS = Afds which are allccated to boards of education
with very little f{nstruction as to the use to be made of the funds. The
tocal board of cducation {s at li{berty to use the funds for the general
program of education. No exanrt purpose {s specified fn the legislation
other than the requirement to use the money for providing & program of
education fn the community.

HICH UCHOOL DISTRICT - A Jistrict organized and administered to provide
educatfon on the secondary level only.

INCENTIVE AIDS - A gencral purpose or special purpose aid which is pro-
vided to districts which recorganize and meet such minfmum standards as
may be established by the state as part of the law or through the state
department of education.

INTERMEDIATE ADMINISTRATIVE INIT - A unft smaller than the state which
exists primarily to provide coyncul*ation, advisory, or statistfcal ser-

vices to local basic adminfstratfve unfts or to exercis2 certatr regulatory

and {nspectoral functions over local basfc administrative units. An
fntermedfate unit may operate schools and contract for school services,
but {t does not exist primarfly to reader such =services. Such units may
or may not have taxing power.*

LOCAS, BASIC ADMINISTRATIVE I'WIT = An administrative unft at the local
tevel which exfsts primarfl’ to operate public schools or to contract for
public school services., Normally, taxes can be levicd arainst such unite

for school purposes. These unit. may or may not be coterrinous with cinty,

clty, or town boundaries. [his term Is tuced synonymously with the tetm
“school dfstrict".}

NON-OPERATING SCHOQL DISTRICT = A district which has fafled to maintain
a public school for a specified amount of time.

REGULATORY FUNCTION * A functfon perforrmed by some level of school admin-
istration to {nsure that the rules and regulatfons for the operations

of schosls within a scate are carrfed out {n the echools aperating within
the jurisdfction of the respective adminfstrative unit.

REVENUE RECEIPTS - Additfons to astets which do not incui an obligation
that must de met at_some futute date ard do not represen exchanges of
ptopetty for money.

SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION - The act of legally changing the deslgnas

tion of a school dictrfct; changicg the geoeraphical area of a #:hool
disteict or fncorporating a patt of all of a school district with an
adtotning districe.

SCHOOL SYSTEM « Al the schools operated by a given board of education
or centra' adeinistrative authority.

SCHOOL UNION - A joining of two of more local school uafts (districte,
township., or tow, for example) for some educational purpose guch as
mafntenance nf mn e~lareed attendance unit, supervisoty gnu. ot admin-
tstrative unit or for *he vrovision of special servicer.

e, ey bt v
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22,

23.

24,

25.

26,

27.

SERVICE FUNCTION - A function performed dy some level of school adminis-
tration to enhance or extend the educat{onal servicex availadble to schools
or pupils within the jurisdfction of the administrat{ve unit.

SPECIAL PURPOSE AIDS = Identiffes the aids approved by laws which {ndicate
the exact purpose for which money shall be expended by local boards of
education or for which the money i{s provided. Funds may be allocated to
local gchool boards to help with expenditures for transportation, for the
physically handfcapped children, for rehabilftation of school bufldings,
for adult education, for textbooks, for health services, and for school
lunches.

SPECIAL SCHOOL DISTRICT ~ A school district iIncorporated by a special
act of the state legislature.

STATE A1D EOR TION - Any grant made by a state government for the
qupport of education.

SUPERVISORY UNION - An adoin{strat{ve unit used in thr New England states
and New York to permit two of more local administrative units to be served
by the same chief gdministrative officer. For all practical purposes the
basfe units within the supervisory unton maf{ntain their separate {dentities
for all purposes except in this shacing of a school adminfstrator.

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT = A school district providing a pudlic school
program from kindergarten or grade | to grade 12.2
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FOOTNOTES

lunited States Department of Health, Education 2nd Welfare, S'andard Termin-
ology for Instruction in local and State School Systems, (Wasnington, D.C,:
USOE, 1967). ‘

2pieetonary of Education, Second Edition, Carter V. Good, Ed. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959.

3l‘!utch(nl, Clayton D, and Munse, Albert R., Public School Finance Proxram of
the Unfred States, Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 1955
{U.S. Department of Health, Educatfon, and Welfare, Offtce of Education,
Misc. No. 22)

Washington D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966. (State Educationa}
Recorda and Reports Series Handbook I1),

SUnited States Office of Educatfon, The Common Core of State Educational
Information, State Educatfonal Records and Reports Series Handbook 1
(Washington, D.C.: USOE, 195)).

S'l!cuon. Paul L., Foster, Emery M. and Will, Robert F., The Common Core

of State Educatfonal Information, Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1953. (U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfate, Office of
Education, State Educatfonal Records and Reports Serfes: Handbook 1,
Bulletin 1953, No. ).

elenon, Paul L., and White Alpheus L., Financial Accountfng for Lucal and
State School Systems.
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APPENDIX D

PROJECT STAFF - UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Clifford P. Hooker, Project Director, fs Chairman of the Divisfon of Educa-
tional Adminfistration at the Unfversfty of Minnesota. Former posftfons include:
Acting Assistant Superintendent of Schools, Minneapolis; Assistant Dean, School
of Education, University of Pfttsburgh; and Visfting Professor, University of
Southern Calffornia, Los Angeles. His writings fnclude: Equal Treatpent to
Equals, A New Structure for Public Schools in the Kansas City and St. Louis Met-
ropolftan Areas and Cooperation Among School Districts fn a Metropolitan Arca:

A Case Study, Chapter XV, 1968 NSSE Yearbook. Professor Hooker has seived on
the faculty at the University of Minnesota for the past twelve years. His Ed.D.
degree was earned at Indfana Universiry,

van D. Mueller, assocfate director of this project, has been on the faculty
of the University of Minnesota since 196%, and currently holds the position of
Assocfate Professor and Assfstant Chairman fn the Division of Educatlonal Admin-

fstration. His writings fnclude co-authorship of Equal Treatment to Equals - A
New Structure for Public Schools in the Kansas City and St. Loufs Metropolftan
Axreas and Cooperstive Federalism -« A Model for the Organfration of Educatfon {n
Metropolitan Areas. He¢ has served as a teacher and administrator {n the public
schools, State Department of Education finance consultant, and as a consultant

to local and state education agencies. Dr. Mueller recefved the E4.D. degree
from Michigan Stete Unfversity In 1964.

The following Research Assfstants at the Unfversity of Minnesota have con*
tributed to the project:

John Feda has served as high school teacher, high school principal and superin-
tendent of schools (n Minnesota for nineteen years. He received his 8.A, froa

St. John's University and his M.A. from the University of Minnesota. His masters
theafs topic was "Reorganization of the Forty-four Elementsry Districts fn the
Alexsndria Righ School Area.” Currently he fs coopleting his Doctor of Education
Degree at the University of Minnesota. His thesfs toplc is "An Analysis of Inter-
medfate Units a» Schcol Property Tax Bases to Meet the Fiscal Disparities Found (n
the S.pport of Education,”

James Lindsay vas, prior to this assignaent, 8 member of the faculty of the College
of St. Thomas, vhere bte designed and vas chafrman of the Depsrtment of Quantitative
Methods. Re was also Director of the Computing Center. After completing his Doctor
of Philosophy in Educattion he will work full-time as a manszgement consultant. Nr.
Lindsay received his undergraduate training at the University of Glasgow, Scetland,
and worked in industry in that country before coafing to the U.S,A, (n 1953, bDuring
the past few years of his tenure at the College of St, Thomas, he acted as a con-
sultant to management and to the Industriasl Relatfons Center of the University of
Chicago and vas {nvolved in several natfonsl and fnteraational studies.

David L. Wettergren {s currently on leave of absence from the achool district of
Rochester, Minnesota, vhere he serves as a junfor high school princtpal. Nr.
Wettergren received his B,A, from Custavus Adolphus College in 1961 and his M.A,
from the University of Minnesota in 1966, 1n addition to bdoth teaching and admin-
{strative experience he has served as an Intern Principal at Mayo Nigh School,
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Rochester, under sponsorship of tne Natfonal Association of Secondary School
Principals, Currently he is completing his Doctor of Education Degree at
the Unfversity. HNis thests topfc fs '"An Analysis of Selected State Legislation

that has Encouraged School District Reorganieation."”

John Young is on sabbatical leave from Hopkins, Minnesota, School District No.
274, For the past ten years he has been employed by the school district as
Ditector of Business Affairs. He recefved a B.A, Degree in Business Adninistra-
tion from the University of Minnesota in 1958, 1In 1964 and 1969 Master of Arts
Specialist Degrees were received in Educational Administration. Mr. Young is
curtently pursulng the Ed.D Program, The subject of his thes{s is “A Study of
the Equalfzation of Education Costs and Selected Variables.”
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APPENDIX E

BASIC STATISTICAL PROFILE

The following tables were derived from many sources. Among these were
the following publications of the U. S, Department of Health, Education and
Welfare: Digest of Educational Scatistics and Statistics of State School
Systems: Biennial Surveys. The Handbook of Laboer Statistics,published by
the Department of Commerce, was also a valuable means of gaining information.
The tables were compiled {rom these sources and then sent to each contact
person in the forty-eight states considered with the request that they correct
and wvhere possible fill in the miscing {tems. Unfortunately the information
requested was not uvailable f{n many states and occasionrally the vefinitions
used required some interpretation by indivi{duals. The .esulting corrected
tables are reproduced in this appendix.
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ALABAMA
Basic Statfstical
Protile
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FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 19¢8
POPUTATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)

Total Populatien 2,901 3,102 3,085 3,267 3,376 1,604

Sthool Age (€-20) 784 791 800 844 901 903

Publle School

Earclinents X-12 651 679 131 187 842 860
___AD.A in Fublic Schools K-L2 552 382 649 109 m 288
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 108 108 112 114 117 120

¥on-Operating

Elementary Only k] b) 1 i 1

Setondaty Only

Elem. and Sec, Only 105 105 m 13 116 18

Sec. and Comm, «ollege

Elen., Sec. and Cosa. College

Qtiher .

ER OF DISTRIC Y $12

Eatoliment ©-99

Earollment 100-49% \ 2 ] \ 0 0

Earoliment Over 300 107 103 12 1 117 118
Jotal Nuober of Schools 3,200 3,105 2,881 2,38 2,04) 1,022
Fusbet of 1-Teachet §?haoh 1,089 634 ) 3] 262 7 1
Cutteat Expendftuzes Per Puptl
18 A DA, (R-12) §92.20 __ $12¢ §164 {151 §228 $HS
TERCENTAGE REVEWR RECRINTS

Fedetal 1.61 .Nn . A5 3.7 1129}

State 6.0 3. 6.0 n.n 1.8 60,11

focal god Qeher 24,2y 2. 8% 0.1 22,00 26.503 20.6%

-

-
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ARKANSAS
Basic Stetistical
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Population . 1,937 1,895 1,771 1,76€ 1,902 2,200
School Age (5-17) 506 480 490 474 498 505
Public School
Enrollments K-12 404 417 418 424 448 455
A,D,A, in Publ{c Schoola K-12 344 351 360 373 402 434
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 1,589 425 423 422 415 394
Non-Operating 1% 4k
Elementary Only 1,062 i1 25 18 17 12
Seccndary Only 2
Elem. and Sec. Only 527 412 398 404 397 318
Sec. and Comm, College
Elem., Sec. and Comn. College
Other
MUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrotlment 0-99 17 16 11
Enrol lment 100-499% 213 206 195
Enrollment Over 500 192 193 188
Total Number of Schools 3,718 2,201 2,244 1,705 1,552 t,357
No. of }-Teacher Schools _ 1,450 414 330 110 51 5
Current Expenditures per Pupil
in A.DA, (K-12) $93 $123 $160 $205 $282 $430
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECE1PTS
Federal 6.6% 2.7% 3.2% 3.1% 2.4% 2.4%
State 62.4% 51.1% 45.2% 48.6% 49.1% 52.3%
local and Qther 31.0% 46.2% 51.6% 48.3% 48.5% 45.3%

*Children attendtng 8chcol {n other districts.
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ARIZONA
Baslc Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1C00'8)

Total Population 704 804 1,031 1,302 1,516

School Age (5¢17) 169 193 249 350 418

Public School

Enrollments K-1? 124 172 22) 302 381 390

AD,A, in Public Schools K-'2 112 139 161 258 333 358
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 342 329 298 305 306 297

Non-Operat{ag 8

Elementary Only 278 265 224 220

Sexondary Only 64 64 71 77

Elem. and Sec. Only 1

Sec. and Comm, College 1

Elem., Sec., and Comm. Cullege

Other — .
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE

Enrollment 0-99 89 74

Enrollment  100-499 97 106

Enrollisent Over 500 113 117
Total Number of Schools 491 530 529 611 666 108
No, of !-Teacher Schools 87 73 53 41 31 25
Current Expenditures Per Pupil
in A.DA, (K-12) $203 §263 $u12 §4%4 $476 $636
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECRIPTS

Federal 2.8% 3.2% 7.9% 10.8% 7.2% 5.8%

State 46.4% 27.9% 30.9% 35.1% 32,8 34.9%

Local ¢ud € her 50.8% 69.0% 61,1% 55.1% 59.9% 59.3%
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CALIFORNIA
Basic Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR . 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)

Total Populatioan 10,064 11,638 13,581 15,863 18,209 19,782

School Age (5-17) 1,814 2,198 2,918 3,692 4,577 5,035

Public School

Enrollments K-12 1,53 1,965 2,635 3,368 4,089 4,564

A,D.,A. {n Public Schools K-12 1,441 1,834 2,391 3,196 3,901 4,457
MUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 2,466 2,018 1,849 1,686 1,545 1,156

Non-Operating 117 6 6 0 [ 2

Elementacy Oaly 2,026 1,700 1,493 1,316 1,123 738

Secoadary Caly 236 222 214 206 194 121

Elem. and Sec. Only 37 65 a3 107 156 <29

Sec. and Community College 22 21 16 15 2 0

Elem., Sic. and Comm. College 10 10 12 12 8 6

Other 17 20 23 39 56 60
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE

Enrollment 0-99 719 197

Enrollment 100499 532 258

Enrollment Over 500 629 703
Total No. of Schools 4,192 4,409 4,887 5,532 6,199 6,735
No. of l-Teacher Schools 840 495 338 244 174 102
Current Expenditures per Pupil {in
ADA, (K-12) $212 $251 $344 $409 $472 _ $630
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS

Federal 1.3% 4.1% 4.6% 2.1% 2.7% 6.6%

State 47.5% 39.0% 41,1y 40.9% 37.6% 34.97%

__Local and Qther 51.2% 56,9% 54. 3% 57.0% 59.7% 58.5%




148

aedoins

! COLORADO
| Basic Statistical
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Totel Population 1,199 1,381 1,560 1,754 1,918 2,056
School Age (5-17) 256 282 351 440 504 540
) Public School
X Enrollments K-12 215 253 7 353 480 515
E‘! A,D,A, in Public Schools X-12 185 2]t 275 345 432 478
NUMBER OF SCHOCL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 1,644 1,333 972 522 222 181
Non-Operating 1ot 9
Elementary Only 1,455 736 193 11 3
Secondary Caly 48 40 12
Elem. and Sec, Only 141 190 210 202 178
N ! Community College 6 6 6 12
‘ Elem., Sec. and Comm. College
Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enroliment 0-99 12 291 24 11
Entoliment 100-4993 186 141 83 7%
Enrollment Over 500 4 90 95 9%
Total Number of Schools 2,016 1,585 1,188 1,270 1,240 1,205
No. of 1-Teacher Schools 872 460 259 142 47 22
Current Expenditures Per Pupfl
in A,D.A, K-12 $188  $253 $306 $396 %472 $597
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECELPTS
Feleral 1.5% 3.1% 6.3% 6.5% 6.4% 7.3%
State 20.8% 18.1% 18.6% 19.5% 23,43 27.1%
local gad Other . 7.7% _78.8% _ 67.1% 74.0% 70.2% 65.6%
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DELAWARE
Basic Statiscical
Profile
o~ FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Population 300 330 396 446 480
School Age (5-17) 58 64 B2 108 124
Public School
Enrollments K-12 44 50 65 81 100
_ADA, {n Public Schools K-12 38 44 57 73 91
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 118 313 103 94 86 50
lon-Operating
Elementary Only 53
Secondary Only 3
Elem, and Sec, Only 38
Sec. and Comm. College
Elem., Scc. and Comm. College
Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY S1ZE
Enrollment 0-99 39
Entollment 100-499 20
Entollment Qver 500 35
Iotal Number of Schools 237 198 157 201 204
No. of 1-Teacher Schools 48 39 25 20 16

Current Expenditures in Per Pupil
in A.D.A, (X-12)

$204 $317 $365 $450 _$550

REVENUE RPCEIPFTS
Federal
State

Jocal and Otheg

3.0% 1.5% 3.0% 2,1% 4.4%
86.4%  83.2% 83,71  82.5%  80.3%
10.6% 10,3% 13.3% 15.4% 15.3%
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CONNECTICUT
Basic Statistical
Proflie
FISCAL YFAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FICURES (IN 1000°'s)
Total Population 1,989 2,038 2,209 2,515 2,715 2,965
School Age (7-16) 355 369 455 582 657 527
Publle Schoot
Enrollments K-I‘Z 258 305 388 476 570 635
A,D,A, in Public Schools K-12 231 268 350 425 504 590
KUMBER QF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
{ Total 173 172 174 175 177 174
Non-Operating
# Elementary Only 76 €6 63 53
1 Sccondary Only 3 2 4 7 8 9
Elem. and Sec. Only 170 170 94 102 105 112
R Sec, and Comm, College 1
Elem., Sec. and Cormm, College
Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrollment 0-99 2 2 1
Enrollment 100-499 56 57 35
Enrollment Over 500 116 116 138
Total Number of Schools 880 227 915 955 1,032 1,146
No, of l-Teacher Schools 115 31 21 5 2 2
Current Expenditures Per Pupil (n
A,D M, (K-12) $217 $291 _$340 $436 §541 $652
PERCENTAGE_REVENUE RECEIPTS
Federal 2.2% 2.4% 4.9% 3.1% 3.2% 4.3%
State 24.8% 22.0% 26.3% 34.6% 2.7 30.0%
Local and Qther 73.0% 75.5% 68.7% 62.3% 64,1% 65,72
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FLORIDA
Basic Statistical
Profllie

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968

Total Populatlion 2,430 2,925 3,657 4,952 5,531 6,202,000

School Age (5-17) 497 577 157 1,140 1,329

Pub ﬁ‘e “School

Enrollmeits K-12 448 556 755 1,020 1,247 1,427

A.D,A, 1> Public Schools K-12 369 459 632 871 1,082 1,217
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTET{S BY TYPE

Total ™~ 67 67 67 67 67 67

Nen-Operating

Elementary Only

Secondary Only \

Elem. and Sec. Only o 67 67 67 $3 41

Sec. and Comm. College

Elem,, Sec. and Comm. College B 14 26

Other .

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIzE \

Enrolliment 0-99 \\

Earollment 100-499 1 \\

Enroliment Over 500 66 67 i“{\ 67 .
Total No. of Schools 2,369 1,732 1,691 1,860 1,983 \ 1,955
No. of 1-Teach ¢ Schools 420 164 63 34 15 \\6_
Current Expenditures Per Pupil \\
in A.D.A. (K-12) 5161 $206 $258 $318 $394 $564 \
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECE1PTS

Federal 2.69% 4.03% 3.62% 3.67% 4.63% 11.75%

State 55.42% 51.40% 55.43%1 56,571 52,95% 42.17%

lLocal and Other 41.89%  44,57%  40.95%  39.76%  42.42% 46.08%

st v S e
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CFORCIA
Basic Statistical
! Profile
‘ FISCAl YEAR 1918 1952 1956 1960 196% 1968

POPULATION FIGURES (TN 1000's)

Total Population 3,167 3,481 3,646 3,943 4,237 4,511
School Age (5-17) 817 847 961 1,061 1,146 1,224
Public Schootl

{ Enroliments K-12 699 752 863 949 1,057 1,174
A.D.A. In Public Schools K-12 582 638 747 821 931 999

NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 189 204 200 197 196 193
Non-Operating
Elementary Only

Secondary Only

Elem. and Sec, Only 189 201 196 197 196 193

Sec, and Community College

: Elem., Sec. and Comm. College 4
‘ Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrollment 0-99
Enrollment  100-499 3 3 1 3
. __Enrollment _Over 500 197 196 155 192
Total Number of Schools 4,299 3,300 2,866 2,280 2,23} 1,915
Number of l-Teacher Schools 1,758 806 509 13 9 0
Current Expenditures Per Pupil
in A.D.A, (K-12) 5104 5165 $194 $253 $317 §459
PERCENTACE REVENUE RECELPTS
Federal 5.8% 9.7% 8.0% 7.47% 7.1% 13.6%
State 57.9% 64.7% 64.8% 64.0% 64,2% 54.6%
local and Other 36.3% ) 25.6%  27.3% 28.6% 28.7% 31.8%
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1DAKO
Bas{c S:atfstical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1260 1964 1968
FOPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)

Total Population 586 590 609 667 687 690

School Age (5-17) 134 144 162 186 193

Public School

Enrollments K-12 15 130 145 163 176

A,D.,A, in Public Schools X-12 103 115 131 147 162
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 959 281 174 156 116 117

Non-operating 4 2

Elementary Only 789 153 69 45 11 9

Secondary Only 24 5 2] 0

Elem, and Sec. Only 146 123 104 105 105 106

Sec. and Community College

Elem., Sec., and Comm. College

Other 2 2 2 2 3 2
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE

Enrollwent 0-99 64 21

Enrollment 100-459 45 43
. ._Enrollment Over 500 65 69
Total No. of Schools 959 719 654 635 628 564
Ro. of t-Teacher Schools 270 151 81 48 23 14
Current Expend{tures per
Pupil fn A,D.A. (K-12) $163 §211 §246 $290 $350 $441
ERGE}&AGE REVENUE RECEIPTS

Federal 2.0% 4.6% 5.9% 8.5% 8. %

State 23.6% 18.4% 25.6 27.7% 30.7%

Local and Other 74.4% 77.0% 68.5% 63.8% 61.2%

158
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ILLINOLIS
Basic Statistfcal
Profile
_! FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000’s)
Total Population 8,348 8,806 9,316 10,081 10,382 10,715
School Age (5-17) 1,520 1,606 1,935 2,309 2,529 2,698
Public School
h Enrollments K-12 1,137 1,224 1,486 1,788 2,082 2,215
A.D.A. fn Public Schools K-12 989 1,084 1,309 1,514 1,792 1,999
3 NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
f Total 9,459 3,413 2,212 1,689 1,439 1,315
; Non-Operating 6
3 Elementary Only 8,724 2,781 1,590 1,067 72
Secondary Only 648 326 288 250 209
Elem. and Sec. Only 87 306 323 353 382
Sec. and Community College 11
Elem., Sec. and Comm. College 11 4
Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZF
Enroliment 0-99 512 176
Enrollment  100-499 618 446
Enrollment Over 500 555 687
Total .o, of Schools 9.546 4,331 5,242 4,513 4,567 4,858
Muwber of 1-Teacher Schools 7,126 1,526 922 237 15 5
Current Expend{tures per Pupil
in A.D.A. (X-12) §223 $291 $353 5438 5512 $737
‘ PERCENTACE REVENUE RECEIPTS
z Federal 2.3% 1.6% 3.6% 2.5% 2.9% 4.8%
State 15.9% 15.4% 24.0% 20.7% 23.0% 21.8%
Llocal and Other 81.8% £3.0% 72.4% 76,8%  74,1% 22.4%
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IND1ANA
Basic Statistical
Proftle
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)
Total Population 3,917 4,069 4,335 4,662 4,773 5,106
School Age (5-17) 91 820 985 1,156 1,246 1,333
Public School
1 Enrollments K-12 658 750 879 989 1,115 1,181
1 A.D.A, in Public Schools X-12 553 639 742 863 982 1,106
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 1,090 1,115 1,086 928 669 395
Non-Operating 189 25
Elementary Only 378 422 2n i1 45
Secondary Only 6 2 3 4 3
Elem. and Sec. Only 706 661 610 365 332
\ Sec. and Community College
Elem., Sec. and Comm. College
Other
NUMBER OF DI1STRICTS EY S)ZE
Entollment 0-99 181 113 14 11
Enrollment  100-499 608 485 146 85
Enrollment Over 500 297 330 320 296
' . Total Number of Schools 3,038 2,992 3,042 2,645 2,345 2,176
i Number of 1-Teacher Schools 3175 300 141 48 21 9
Current Expenditures per Pupil ‘
fo A.D.A. (K-12) §$217 _§253 §291 $369 $450 $610
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS
Federal 1.5% 1.5% 2,7% 3.0% 2,7% .7
State 39.6% 36.2% 33,57 29.9% 32,8% 28.1%
Local and othery 58.9% _ 62.1% 63.8% 67.1% 64.5% 68,.2%
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TOWA
Basic Statlstical
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1969 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)
Total Population 2,612 2,619 2,712 2,758 2,755 2,774
School Age (5-17) 505 542 614 680 107 705
Public School
Entollments K-12 464 495 550 598 644 658
A.D.A., in Public Schools K-12 402 431 492 538 579 617
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 4,711 4,649 3,958 2,022 1,164 458
Non-Operating 899 437 7
Elementary Only 3,847 3,809 3,150 552 202 1
Secondary Only 2
Elem. and Sec. Only 864 818 792 555 45% 455
Sec., and Community College
Elem., Sec. and Comm. College 16 16 16 1
Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrollment 0-9% 3,180 1,416 170 1
Enrollment  100-499% 594 299 169 i1
Enrollment Over 500 184 307 336 338
Total Number of Schools 7,984 6,718 6,347 4,568 2,307 463
Number of 1-Teacher Schools 5,631 4,384 2,932 863 224 1
Current Expenditures per Pupil
in A.D.A. (K-12) $208 $2h  $299 $348 §457
ERCENTAGE_REVENUE RECEIPTS
Federal 1.6% 1.5% 2,8% 4.1 3.6% 4.0%
State . 13.9% 4.7% 13.2% 12.0% 10 02 29.0%
Local and Other 84.5%  83.8% 83.0% 83.9% 86.4% 67.0%
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KANSAS
Basic Statisticat
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1352 1956 1960 1564 1968
PCPULATION FIGLRES (IN 1000°'s)
Total Populaticn 1,895 1,951 2,060 2,178 2,180 2,265
School Age (5-17) 372 392 453 525 563 566
Publfc School
Enrollments K12 334 J70 434 479 436 548
A.0.A. in Public Schools K-12 26 39 381 (11} 74 (3%
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 5,663 3,704 3,34% 2,610 1,851 w
Non-Operating 1,218 356 261 328 184 ]
Elementary Only 3,752 2,17 2,485 1,708 1,085 6
Secondary Ganly 150 24 326 326 3ot 5
Elen. and Sec. Only 30) 287 258 234 268 325
Sec. and Community College
Elcm., Sec. and Comr. College 13 13 13 0
— Dther 1
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZt
Enroliment 0-9% 2,826 2
Entollment  100-4%99 a5 51
Eatollmeat Over %00 103 25
Tota] Nunber of Schools 4,708 4,050 3,394 3,328 2,452 1,948 _
MBumber of 1-1 acher Schools 3,090 2,2:% 1,631 190 329 0
Cutrent Expenditures ner Pupld
in AD.A. (Kk-12) $191 $248 $29% $309¢ gasst §5179*
¥ VENLE RECELP?
Federal 1.6 st 6.1% 5. 2% 5.41 s
State 1.1 2.4% 3.1 13.11 20.6% NN
Local and Othet 87.0% 1).8% 20,67 25.6% 24,01  S59.6%

* Counting Ko}
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KENTUCKY
Basic Statf{stical
Profile

158

FISCAL,_YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATEION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Populatfon 2,856 2,910 2,991 1,038 3,126 3,208
School Age (5-17) ns €39 184 7%8 831 845
Pudlic School
Enrollments X-1% 546 569 598 631 676 106
ADA, to Pudblic Schools K=12 [}}) 432 535 S67 610 639
NMBER OF SCROOL DISTRICTS 3Y TYPE
Totsl 248 230 224 12 204 199
Non-Operating
Elesentary Only 10 ? ? ] [ S
Secondary Caly
Llem, and Sec. Only 236 ) 216 206 198 1594
Sec. and Coem. College
Rlem., Sec. and Comm, Collega 1
Qthet
MIRER 07 DISIRICTS BY 128
Loroliment 0-99
Faroliment 100-49% (1 i 3 n 21 16 13
Entoliment Qvey 500 198 1% 13) 191 188 184
Zotel No. of Schools 6,033 4,9% 5,082 3,089 2,528 1,272
Bo. of |-Jeacher Schools 3,482 2,799 2,09) 1,244 (32] 235
Cutrent Expenditutes Per Mpll
s MDA, (R-12) $112 $151 L 239 $34
DCENTAGE MEVENE RECRINTE
Federat N an .8 L} $.61 17.61
State 1.1 38.51 5.9 s.n 35.61 5.0
local and otlet 49.63 52,8 55.7%  AY.1Y .8 7.0

163
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LOUTSTARA
Basic Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
PO TION FIGURES (IN 1000'S

Total Population 2,591 2,747 .90 3.257 3,615 3,714

School Age (5-17) 629 655 752 893 966 1,060

Public School

Enrollments K-12 442 514 593 693 785 863
e ADA, in Public Schools K-22 381 452 532 619 708 759

ER OF ICIS BY TYP .

Total 66 66 113 66 56 66

Ron-Operating

Elementary Only

Secondary Only

Elea. and Sec. Only 66 66 66 (1) 66 66

Sec. and Corm. College

Elen., Sec. and Comm. College

Qther

1s BY S

Enrot Iment 0-99

Earollment 1006939

Efrollment Over 500 [ 4] 6% 66 66 &6

tal Bo. of 1 2,840 2,29 2.033 1,866 1,88 1,%¢t
Ho. of t-Teacher Schogls 188 339 102 13 10 2
Current Expenditures Per Pupil in
AJD.A, (X-12) $145 §237 §282 §312 $3% $541
CEXTAGE REV ns

Federal LN 15 I 3 L 0.8 11.61

State 0.9 0.9 6).01 0.1 €6.0% 61.01
—lecal ang Other 3.0 25.6% 32.6%  25.8% 29.2%1

Eatimated 1969

164
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KAINE
Basfc Statfstical
Profile
F1SCAL YEAR 1948 1922 1956 1960 1964 1968
FOPULATION FIGURES (IN £000's)
Totsl Populstion 898 895 920 969 986 1,004
School Age (5-17) 195 193 214 240 251 257
Publte School
Enrollments (-12 152 mn 176 195 213 233
A,D,A, in Putlic Schools K-12 140 145 164 182 . 204 218
NIMBER OF SCHOOL DISTAICTS BY TYPE
Total 500 492 498 . 461 457 307
¥on~Operating 30 33 &y 57
Elementaty Only 349 294 k1 261 258 13t
Secondaty Only 8 13 ) 3 )
Elem. and Sec, Only 113 198 168 162 150 116
Sec. and Comm. College
! Eles., Sec., and Coan, College
Other
e e P 28 am o
Earolleent  100-499 219 188 : 76
Entolleent Over 500 1 9 122
Jotal Nusber of Schools 1,859 1,%) 1,30 1,184 1,078 962
Fo, of 1-Teacher Schools 223 Si4 326 199 118 Yy
Cuttent Expenditures Per Pupil
10 A0.A, (R-13) $133 §181 222 $28) $358 <88
PERCENTAGE REVENVE RECEIPTY
Federal N .41 5.1 5.Nn 6.0 2.6
Stets .0 2.0 .11 25.01 .21 9.8
Ltocal snd Othet 10,91 28,5y 62,01 68.3) 63,8y _¢1.81
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MARYLAND
Baa{c Statietical
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)
Total Population 2,155 2,437 2,175 3,101 3,352 3,729
School Age (5-17) 414 480 614 70 874 997
miﬁ;ﬁﬂ-u 302 b3 495 596 122 B26
AD.A, in Pudblic Schools K-12 166 33 638 534 649 161
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYFPE
Total % 2% % % % W%
Kon-Operating
Elerentary Only
Secondary Only
Elen. and Sec. Only 24 2% 21 16 16 10
Sec. and Coum, College
KElen., Sec,, and Coon. College 3 8 [} 1t
Other
NRGEIR OF DISTRICTS BY SI2E
Entolimant c-+
fazolleent  100-499
Earollsent Qver 300 24 24 24 4 24 2%
Jota) Ruaber of Schools 1,107 1,026 1,009 1,068 1,187 2%
of 1+Teacke )] 161 135 35 19 10 3
Cutrent Expanditures Per Pupld
ia AD,A, (R-12) $19)  $283 $297 F313] _$418 106
DEBCENTAGY JUVENVE ARCT1PTE
federel 2,63 Ln N 1.01 6.01 r.n
Stete N 60.8% 32.6% w.n 338 3.
Locel and Qehet $6.7% 55,23 .11 58,83 80,2y 60,61

2 tocledes & districts ohich opetate one eres community collep.
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Basic Statf{stfcal
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)

Total Populastion 4,638 6,724 4,820 5,149 5,296

School Age (5-17) 848 856 982 1,160 1,256 1,335

Public School

EarolIments K-12 5¢1 657 766 861 $96 1,080
___A.D.A. fn Public Schools X-12 521 513 689 793 907 1.016
MIBGER OF_SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total bH)] 351 b3 ] 76 392 408

Non-Operating 8 8 13

Eleasentary Oaly 119 122 1l 76 139 156

Secondary Only t{] b1 b13

Elea, and Sec. Only 22 229 238 265 204 18

. Sec., and Coom, College 0 0

tles., Sec., #2d Com. College 2 2 2

Other 9 0
KIMBER OF DISTRICTS BY S1I2E

tacollment 0-99 » (1] » 25

Earoltesnt 100499 100 95 [ 1] L}

Eazrollment Cvee 500 214 t31] 256 288
Total Xusber of Scbools 2,280 2,129 2,24} 2,320 2,004 2.2
Bo. of 1-Yeacher Schoals 123 69 (1] 2 4 12
Cutrent Expenditutes Pu- Pupfl
ia AD.A, (R-12) 214 26 $328  $40%  __ $5% 618
PERCENTACK REVENUE RECE]PTS

Federal 1.4 .n LN 5.1 40N 6.1

State 12.6% 1.1 n.n 9.0 0,5 19.1%

Local snd QOter 86,01 _ 79.91 5.0 24.8% 23.2% 1.0
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MICHIGAN
Basic Statistical
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IK 1000's)
Total Population 6,216 6,540 7,358 7,823 8,031
School Age (5-17) 1,296 1,38 1,677 1,990 2,168
Public School
Enroiloents K-12 958 1,135 1,369 1,625 1,853
A nA, In Public Schools K=12 392 1.01% 1,366  1.55%8 1 08 00
NUKBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 5,186 &,736 3,491 2,099 1,336 21
Non-Operating L]
tleoentary Only 4,191 3,723 1,465
Secondary Only
Eles. and Sec. Only 99% 1,012 570
Sec. and Comm, College
Elew., Sec., and Comm. College 15
QOther 1
NUMRER OF DISTRICTS BY S1ZE
Enrellmeat 0-99 1,292
5 Enrolleent  100-499 296
Entollvent Over 500 06
Total Xueber of Schools 3.54) §.50) 3,633 4,928 4,410
¥o, of l-Teacher Schools 2,952 2,538 1,900 ) A)
Curtent Expenditures Per Pupil
in A0.A, (X-12) 3190  $261 3% 2413 $4212
JERCENTACE REVENIE RECELPTS
fedetal t.n .1 2.61 N LN
State 54.5% 55.4% 8.5 n.n an
Local and Qtber £),63 43,51  48.9% 54,01 34,50 .

O
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MINNESOTA
Basfc Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR _ 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)

Total Populstion 2,9% 3,006 3,187 3,414 3,492 3,635

School Ags (5-17) 598 637 747 867 930

Public Sehool

Enroliments K12 482 518 606 672 768 872

A.D.A, fo Public Schools K-12 817 458 542 659 720 817
MUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYFE

Total 7,518 6,018 3,60 2,581 1,936 1,161

Non-Operating 2,08 2,25 1,221 164 513 8

Elesentaty Only 4,65S 3,33 1,967 i, 1,028 €98

Secondary Only

tlen. ond Sec. Only 434 425 429 430 433 A28

Sec. ond Coom. College

g1z, Sec., and Coua, College 11} 9 [] 8 ? [}

Qthee 8 $ 1S 2
%lm—%’iil 3,138 2,068 65)

Earoliment 100499 b3 268 201

Eorollaeat Over 500 201 243 309
Jotal ¥umber of Scbools 6,286 5,01 3, h ) 2 2,8
Eo, of 1-Teacher Schools 4,421 3.482 2,181 L 834 498
Cutreat Cxpenditutes Per Puptl
in A0 A (x-12) 3196 11 s $424 $510 614
DRRCPOACE REVENUR RRCRLPTS

Federal t.n .n n 0N n

Stete n.n n.n n.n N on

Local sod Other 8,8 SN 26,63 $2.03 36,43
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M1SSISS1PPL
Basic Statfstical
Profite
EISCAL YEAR 948 1952 1956 1960 1854 1568
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)
Total Population 2,114 2,192 2,104 2,178 2,286 2,157
School Age (5-17) 584 580 607 626 663 614
Pudlic School
Enrolloents x-12 519 536 511 566 604 600
A-D.A. 1o Public Schools K-12 (313 A1 b4 486 527 b1y ]
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYTE
Total L1120 1,989 87 151 150 148
Non-Operating
Elementary Only 3,440 1,190
Secondary Only b ]
2leo. and Sec. Only 680 596 151 150 148
N ‘ Sec. end Communfty College
. Llem., Sec. and Comm, College
— Other
KRQER OF DISTRICTS BY §1eg
‘I Entolliment 0-9%
I Entollment  100-499
—[Eacollment Over 300 151 130 148
j Jotal Wuabeg of Schools 3,108 A,206  ).08% 1,984 1.424 1.3%0
I Naadeg of l-Tegcher Schools 1,850 1,326 [3Y) 192 12 2*
Ourent Expenditures per Pupil
A8 40.A. (K-12) (1A} $96 E1t) §20¢ 3289
PIRCEXIACE MLVENY DECKLPLS
Fedetal 6.9% 0.8 .n 7.0% 8.2t .81
State 30.8% 3.9 1.9 56.5¢ 5r.0% 8.1
———Local apd Other 2% 501 0% 3.1 MY 2993
* One of thesa Lo & spectal gchool for Mertelly Retatded

O
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MISSOURI
Basic Statistical
Profile

166

F1SCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION PIGURES_(IN 1000's)
Total Populatfcn 3,892 4,006 4,199 4,320 4,384 4,518
School Age (5-17) 1170 776 895 993 1,059 1,128
Public School
Enrolliments K-12 624 (33 ] 742 821 922 1,0,
o A.D,A, tn Public Schools K-12 332 566 631 205 158 821
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY {YPE
Total 8,326 [ 1} 3,431 1,921 1,532 789
Non-Operating 1 ¥1) 372
Elecentary Only 7,649 3,964 2,852 959 798 3
Secondery Only
Elem. and Sec. Only 672 609 566 529 s12 1 31}
Sec. and Community College
Rles., Sec., snd Comn. College ] [ 2 2
Othes
FUMBER OF DISTAICTS BY S12%
Enrolloent 0-99 2,768  1,2%0 23
Enrcllment  100-499 425 358 2%
Entollment  Over $00 _28) 213 01
Iotal Rusber of Schools 2.846 2,002 4,082  J,140 3N 2,215
Pumbet of 1-Teecher Schools $,125 2,696 _ 1,970 583 39 56
Cuttent Expenditstes per Pupll
1o ADA (K 12) $164 $212 }i1] $344 $42¢ 5569
PARCENTAGE REVEMVE RECRIPTS
Fedecel L1 n 4N [} [ 7513 9.0%
State n.M 35.5% 36.51 .01 L8 3.0t
o tocal pand Oibee $3,3L . 61,61  S8.7% 64,63 €))% 58,01

(€)
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MONTANA
Basfc Statistical
Profile

167

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1656 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)

Total Population b)Y 588 628 675 101 693

School Age (5-17) 118 128 153 177 191 208

Public School

Enrollments K~12 97 109 128 145 167 172

A.D.A. fn Public Schools K-)2 a7 97 116 132 150 161
BUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY IYPE

Total 1,522 1,386 1,180 t,234 984 840

Non-Operatiog 188 5 80

Elementary Only 1,340 1,061 1,003 873 141 592

Secondary Only 18 163 13 165 163 16%

Elem, and Sec. Only 164 160 158 4 1 1

Sec. and Community College H 2 2 3

tlew,, Sec. and Comm. College ¢ 0

Other ) ¢
NUBER OF DISTRICTS BY S12E

tarollment 0-%% 1,011 1,024 658 504

Entolleent 100-493% 124 165 92 197
e larolinent Over 300 85 (}] 4y 39
Jotal Pusber of Schools 1,568 1,409 1,239 1,706 1,160 863
Rumbet of 1-Teacher Sc s 313 836 [ Pat] (4] 425 221

C rrent Expeoditures per Pupil
1 A DA, (X-12)

$242 $202 $)48

$411 $402 §670

REMCEFIAGE DAVENE RECEIPTS
Fedete)

Stata

Ln wn 5.0
17.0 25,42 24,82
79,98  62,%% 69,43

3.0% 6.5 2.0%
21.8% 5.4 25.0%

60,63 68.1% . 63.0%,
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. NEBRASKA
Basic Statlsticsl
Profile
F1SCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPVLATION ELGURES (IN 1000°s)
Totsl Population 1,283 1,343 1,390 1,611 1,468
i School Age (5-17) 260 272 309 340 169 389
3 Public School
Enzoliments X-12 226 233 258 28) mn 324
A.D.A. in Pudlic Schools K-12 200 207 F3)) 260 299 iy
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TXPE
Total 4,900 6,459 $, 360 317 2,927 2,172
Ron-Opetatling 322 429
Elementaty Only 6,33 6,002 4,878 2,833 1,400
Secondary Only 3 33 hil 28 19
Elen. and Sec. Only 533 464 429 390 32
Sec. and Community College
; fiem., Sec. and Cosm. College A 4
Othet
MROER OF DISTRICTS BY Stit
Entollment 0-9 4,876 3,404 1,784
Entolisent 100-439 32 35 b1 H
—_tarollmeat Over 500 T . L3
Zotal Nundet of $chools 5,589 6,526 4911 3,930  ),25)
Fusbe 1:-Teas 13 (W3] 4,018 3,431 2,58 _ 1,732 1,032
Cuwttent Espenditures per Pupll
LR A:D:A, (K1) $181 $243 $21¢ {331 3194 §546
PRRCINIAGS DAVEWME RECLIPIS
Fedetsl 1.9 5. .00 4,61 5.6% 3.6
$tate 5.5% [ A3} 6.5 (1313 6.4 180
__local and Othet 92.6%  B7.5% . 88.51  87.9%  B4.0% 26.1%
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NEVADA
Basic Stat{stfcal
Profile

F1SCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000°'s) "

Total Populstion 164 170 245 285 389 480

School Age (5-17) 33 k)] 50 66 95 124

Public School

Enzollments K-12 26 38 52 66 105 117

A.D.A. o Public Schools K-12 23 29 44 55 86 109
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 180 177 17 17 17 17

Non-Operating

Elementary Oniy 148 151 1 1 1 1

Secondary Only 12 8

Elem. and Sec. Only 20 15 16 16 15 16

Sec. and Community College

Elem., Sec. and Comm. College

Qther
NUMBER_OF DISTRICTS BY S12E

Enrollment 0-99 2 2 2 2

Enroliment  100-499 2 3 1 1

Enrollment Over 500 13 12 14 14
Tots! Number of Schools 236 215 235 06 225 253
Number of l-Teacher Schools 88 93 n 38 21 17
Current Expenditures per Pupll
in A.D.A. (K-12) _$231 $263 $348 $430 $487 $645
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS

Federal 7.0% 13.9% 15.2% 8.6% 7.4% 7.8%

State 37.17% 3.3% 41.2% 51.3% 49.8% 45.8%

local and Other 55.9% 54.8% 43.7% 40.1% 42.7% 46.47%

17
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NEW HRAMPSHIRE
Basic Statistical
Proffle

PISCAL YEAR 1948 1852 1956 1960 1964 1968
POP N FJGURES (IN 1000’s

Total Population ‘ 523 535 553 607 644 704

School Age (5-17) 101 105 122 144 159 TR

Public School

Enrollments K-12 68 76 20 106 124 138

A.D.A. in Public Schools K-12 62 67 81 96 113 128
NUMBER OF SCHOOL D1STRICTS BY TYPE

Total 240 238 229 230 217 183

Non-Operating 12 10 14

Elementary Only 150 148 138 4 5

Secondary Only 1 1 2

Blem. and Sec. Only 90 81 79 202 162

Sec. and Cu.munity College

Elem., Sec. and Comm. College

Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE

Enrollment 0-99 oQ 89 69 51

Enrollment  100-499 101 98 88 66

Enrollment Over 500 38 43 60 66
Total Number of Schools 620 578 516 489 477 419
Number of l-Teacher Schools 133 129 ()] 41 25 13
Current Expenditures per Puptl
in A.D.A, (X-12) - $187 $254 5282 $347 $432 $572
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS

Federal o 2.6 4.%  5.9%  5.9%  6.0% 4.6%

‘ State 17.0% 4.97% 5.5% 6.3% 8.3% 7.5%

focal and Other 80.4% 21.0% 88.6% 87.8% 85,77 87.9%
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NEW JERSEY
Basic Stat{stical
Profile
FISCAY, YEAR 1948 1952 1956 15960 1964 1968
ZOPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Populatfon ' 4,768 4,931 5,359 6,067 6,554
School Age (5-17) 823 865 1,074 1,368 1,558
Public School
Enrollments K-12 631 714 864 1,051 1,250
A.D.A. in Public Schools K-12 554 619 166 942 1,125
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY_TYPE ‘
Total 561 555 566 588 593 568
Non~Operating 41
Elementary Only 370 362 363 323
Secondary Only il 12 16 24
Elem. and Sec. Only 180 181 186 200
Sec. and Comm. College
Elem., Sac. and Comm. College 1
Other
PUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrollment 0-99 62 61
Enrsllment 100-499 194 172
Enrollment Over 500 310 355
Total No. of Schools 1,815 1,779 1,917 1,975 2,153
No. of 1-Teahcer Schosls 89 20 10 1 2
Current Expend{tures Per Pupil
io A,D.A. (X-12) __§251 §312 $382 $488 $579
PERCENTAGE REVEHUE RECEIPIS
Federal 1.1% 2.4% 2.5% 2.5% 2.6%
State 16.2% 12,5% 24.2% 23.7% 21.8%
Local and Other 81,7% 85.1% 73.4%  73.8% 75.6%
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NEW MEX1CO
Baslc Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULAT{ON FIGURES (IN 1000's)

Tatal Pop:lation 571 709 792 951 986

School Age (5-17) 158 184 218 273 294

Public School

Enrollments K-12 136 159 186 231 266

A,D.A, in Public Schools K-12 108 129 16! 202 235
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 530 405 243 157 103 89

Non-Operating

Elementary Only 0 0

Secondary Only ‘

Elem, and Sec. Only ' 103 89

Sec. and Comm. College

Elem., Sec. and Comm, College

Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE

Enrollment 0-99 2

Enrollment 100-4%9 30 30

Enrollment Over 5C0 59 59
Total No. of Schools 818 164 790 619 683 679
No. of 1-Teacher Schoeols 263 168 96 64 26 14
Current Expenditures Per Pupil
in A,D. A&, (K-12) 4186 $261 §318 _$363 $466
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPIS

Federal 2.2% 31.3% 12.7% 14.,0% 10.5% 11.0%

State 87.5%  76.6%  64.9%  74.4%  68.5% 77,00

Local and Othar 10,32 12,1% 22.4%  1l.6% 20.9% 12,0%
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NEW YORK
Basic Statfstical
frofile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Population 14,231 14,916 15,481 16,782 17,696
School Age (5-17} 2,473 2,577 3,160 3,645 4,037
Public School
Enrollments g-12 1,922 2,059 2,467 2,829 3,050
A,D.,A, in Pudblfe Schools K-12 1,628 1,772 2,115 2,464 2,196
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE [} ‘
Total 4,609 3, s 1,981 1,340 1,203 932 I
Non-Operating 404
Elementary Only 3,892 2,485 1,2%0 2393
Secondary Only 4 4 4
Elem. ard Sec, Only 713 686 681 680
Sec. and Comm. College
Elem., Sec. and Comr. College
Other 10 13
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrollment 0-99 1,121 538
Enrollment 100-499% 266 174 ]
Enrollment Over 500 R 594 628
Total No. of Schools 7,158 6,305 5,136 5,125 4,501
No, of l-Teacher Schools 1,394 775 280 57 85
Current Expenditures Per Pupil
1o A,D.A, (k-12) §257 $352 $426 $562 $744
PERUENTAGE REVZNUE RECEIPTS
Federal 1.0% 1.1 2,0% 1.9% 2.1%
State 32.6%  40.5%  35.7%  39.5%  43.0%
Local and Other 66.4% 58.4% 62.3% 58.6% 54.9%

-
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NORTH CAROLINA
Basic Statistical
Profile
FISCAL YFAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FICURES (IN 1u00'S)
Total Population 3,798 4,146 4,327 4,556 4,187 5,0%
Sctool Age (5-17) 992 1,042 1,154 1,248 1,305 1,339
Publie School
Enrollments K-12 848 914 1,023 1,105 1,187 1,218
A,D,A, in Publie Schools K-12 751 816 927 1,003 1,082 1,115
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 172 172 174 174 171 160
Non-Operating
Elementary Only
Secondary COnly
Elem. and Sec. Only 172 172 171 169 164 147
Sec., and Comxm, College
Elem., Sec. and Comm. College k] 5 ? 13
Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrollment 0-99
Eonrollment 100-499
Enrollment Over 500 172 172 174 174 n 160
Total No. of Schools 4,703 3,414 3,078 2,919 2,689 2,394
No. of 1-Teacher Schools 595 226 92 26 18 0
Current Expenditures per Pupil
in A,D.,A. (X-12) $10% __ §1716 $189 _$237 $118 §464
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS
Federal 9.0% 7.1% 6.1% 6.0% 6.1% 13.67%
State 66,2% 67.9% 69.0% 66.7% 67.6% 62,87
Local and Other 24.8% 25.0% 26.9% 27.3% 26.3% 23.6%

19
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NORTH DAKOTA
Basic Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)

Total Population ’ 582 602 639 632 645

School Age (5-17) 143 146 167 172 178

Publie School

Earcllments K-12 113 117 126 137 145

A,D.A, in Public Schools K-12 101 105 117 126 136 _
RUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 2,267 2,135 2,032 1,351 709 430

Non-Cperating 297

Elementary Only 1,855 1,660 723

Secondary Only

Elem. ind Sec, Only 412 372 331

Sec. and Comn, College

Elem.,, Sec. and Comm. College

Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE

Enrollment 0-99 1,095

Enrollment 100-499 200

Enrollment Dver 500 ___ 56
Total No, of Schools 1210 3,204 2,847 1,763 1,214
No, of l-Teacher Schools 2,677 2,601 2,221 1,143 3%0
Current Expenditures per Puptl
in A,D.A, (K-12) §182 §256 $287 $367 $425
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS

federal 1.6% 2.4% 4, 2% 4.6% 7.9%

State i 26,3% 27.4 25,87% 26.4% 23.9%

Local and Other 72.1% 70.2% 70.0% 69.0% 68.9%

e Al R g . bt FVA s e A DAL gt e, e, B 2




2

i *ies

Ea ot it

7

|

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

i

176
ORI )
Basic Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 19¢8
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S) A

Total Population 7,842 8,063 8,981 9,706 10,000

School Age (5-17) 1,513 1,557 1,968 2,369 2,608 2,760

Public School

Enrollments X-12 1,152 1,303 1,617 1,906 2,113 2,251

A,D.A, In Public Schiools K-12 1,046 1,170 1,468 1,736 2,025 2,251
NMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

. Total 1,579 1,429 1,254 936 800 714

Noa-Operating

Flementary Only 522 432 319 114 3

Secondary Only

Elem. and Sec, Only . 1,057 997 935 822 694

Sec, and Comm, College

Elem., Sec, and Comn. College
. Dther
NWMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE

Entollments 0-99 75 32 11

Errollments 100-499 412 260 © 46

Enrollmenta Over 500 605 644 638
Total No. of Schools 4,356 4,093 4,083 4137 4,135 4,264
No, of 1-Teacher Schools 446 200 _16 15 6 2
Current Expenditures per Pupil
in A.D.A. (K-12) $191 $232 §283 $365 $436 $565
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS

Federal 1,3% 1.7% 3.8% 3% L 3.2%

State 39.6% 30.6% 30.0% 27.7% 25.9% 25.47%

Local and Other 59.1% 67.6% 66.2% 69.2% 70.9% 71.4%
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3
OKLAHOMA
Basic Statistical
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPJLATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Population 2,295 2,262 2,191 2,328 2,441 2,500
School Age (5-17) 534 515 537 572 606 595
Public School
Enrollrents X-12 456 510 502 534 586 619
A.D,A, in Public Schools X-12 400 405 453 486 533 559
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total ' 2,712 2,066 1,716 1,322 1,114 705
Nun-Operating p 9
Elementary Only 1,953 1,314 1,047 727 sn 244
Secondary Only
Elem. and Sec. Only 759 752 €63 580 537 461
Sec. and Comm. Ceilese
Elem., Sec. and Comm. College 6 6 5
Other 8
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrollment 0-9% 740 584 373
Enrollment 100-499 427 340 364
Enrollment Over 500 155 190 130
Total No. of Schools 3,489 3,520 3,281 2,796 2,505 2,289
No. of 1-Teacher Schools 1,323 855 602 305 178 0
Current Expenditures per Pupil
in A.D.A. (K-12) $144 $226 $249 $311 §354 $483
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS
; Federal 3.2% 4.1% 7.4% 8.5% 10.6% 13%
State 50.1% 67.92 43.1% 27.7% 3l.6% 35%
Local and Other 46.7% 48.0% 49.5% 63.8% 57.8% 52%
152
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! OREGON
i Basic Statistical
{ Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
} POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Population 1,405 1,582 1,694 1,769 1,886 2,010
School Age (5-17) 283 323 403 458 513 536
Publfc School
Enrol lments K-12 241 283 33¢ 389 446 484
A,D,A, in Public Schools K-12 206 243 298 345 396 425
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 1,363 995 716 572 424 367
Non-operating 12 7 5
Elementary Only 1,113 760 516 372 233 181
| Secondary Only 115 107 70 61 41 31
! Elem. snd Sec. Only 135 128 130 126 141 149
N Sec. and Comn. College
Elem., Sec., and Comm. College 1 2 1
CGther
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
Enrollment 0-99 38l 252
Enrollment 100-499 220 194
Enrollment Over 500 115 126
Total No. of Schoots 1,449 1,317 1,309 1,289 1,289 1,302
No. of 1-Teacher Schools 399 194 132 79 3
Current Expendfitures per Pupil
in A,D.A, (K-12) $217 $316 $357 $441 $549 $715
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECELPTS
Federal 1.7% 3.0% 2,8% 4.3% 4.2%
State 37.4%: 30.6% 27.2% 29.0% 31.6%
Local and Other 60.9% 66.4% 70.0% 66.7% 64.,2%
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PENNSYLVANIA
Basic Statistfcal
Profile
FISCAL-YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPNLATION FIGURES (IN 1000°'S)
Total Population 10,478 10,551 10,878 11,319 11,425 12,200
School Age (5-17) 2,072 2,064 2,352 2,627 2,710 2,800
Public Schoal
Enrollments K-12 1,515 1,589 1,774 1,928 2,156 2,250
AD,A, in Public Schools K-12 1,361 1,424 1,610 ,789 1,985 2,000
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TVPE
Total 2,540 2,514 1,410 986 1,005 499
Non-QOperating 28 0
Elementary Only 1,424 974 628 254 0
Secondary Only 81 48 0
é Elem. and Sec. Only 1,116 1,540 701 654 N9
\ Sec. and Comm. College 1]
b 1 Elem,, Sec, and Comm. College 2 0 0
—_Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SiZE
Enroliment 0-99 235 92 0
Enrollment 100-49% 265 174 ' 1
Enrol lment Over 500 810 720 498
Total No. of Schools 8,162 1,450 5,527 5,185 4,152 4,586
No. of 1-Teacher Schools 2,744 1,954 693 247 84 27
Current Expenditures per Pupil
in A.D.A, (K-12) $184 $264 $333 5409 §478 5550
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECB1PTS ’
Federal L% 2.3% 2,29 3.0% 2.6% 2.6%
State 35.9% 34 1% 46.0% 45.8% 42.9% 50.1%
__ _Local and Other 61.0%2  63,6% 51.8% 51.2% 54,5% 49.3%
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RHODE ISLAND
Basic Statistlcal

180

Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Populatien 145 792 827 859 892 913
School Age (5-17) 134 141 166 192 211 212
Publ{c School
Enrollments K-12 94 101 17 133 153 167
A,D.A, in Public Schools K-12 8l 86 103 118 136 153
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total » 39 39 39 4l 40
Non-Operating
Elementary Only 10 11 17 10 6
Secondary Only §
Elem. and Sec, Only 29 28 22 29 kk)
Sec, and Comm. College
Elem., Sec. and Comm, College
Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
"Enrolloent 0-99 1 1 1
Enrollment 100-49% 9 8 6
Enrollment Over 500 29 30 13
Total No, of Schools 384 365 353 350 358 369
No. of L-Teacher Schools 25 20 2 [} 1 L
Current Expend{tures per Pupil :n
A.D A, (K-12) $221 $259 $325 $413 $492 $640
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS
Federal 2,1% 3.9% 5.5% 5.5% 5.7% 3.4%
State 19.4%  14,4% 15.9% 23.2% 30.4% 29.2%
Local and Other 78.5% 81.7%  78.6%  70.3% _ 63.9% 67.4%
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SOUTH CAROLINA
Basfc Statistical

18}

Frofile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POP'IATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)

Total Populatien 1,982 2,159 2,297 2,383 2,504 2,657

School Age (5-17) 554 576 653 698 129 778

Public School

Eatollrants X-12 459 512 563 €10 655 666

A.0,A, In Public Schoals K-12 s 421 L2 531 583 805
NiIMRER OF SCROUL DISTRICIS BY TYPE

Total 1,680 521 10 108 108 105

Xon-Opetating

Elementary Only 1.233

Secondaty Only 21

Elem., &0 Sec. Cnly 426 521 107 108 108 105

Sec. and Corm, College

Elem., Sec. and Coom, College

Other
NUBER OF DISTRICTS BY S1ZE

Enrollment 0-99

Entollment 100-499 1 1 1

Enrollment Ovet 300 103 10} 108 104
Total Ko, of Schools 3,043 3,365 1,703 1,819 1,3% 1,168
Eo. of 1-Testher Schools 1,019 618 68 10 ) o
Curzent Expenditutes per Pupil (n
ADA (K-12) f1RE] J156  $108 §220 $278 $387
FERCENTACE REVENUE RECE1PTS

Federal 8.3 Ln 0N 6.0 7.61 187

State (L2 S TP ) SR LIS L T 0 2 SR ¥ X 351

Lecal and Other 3,0 . 20.11 H.n 26. 21 £341
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SQUTH OAKOTA
pasic Statistical
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1936 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Populstion 611 647 650 681 708 639
School Age (5+17) 140 143 186 179 200 192
Publie School
Enrolloents K-12 s 121 137 154 110 176
A,D,A, tn Pudblie Schools X-12 101 107 120 138 155 160
FRMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY IYPE
Total 3,409 3,3% 3,293 3,070 2,873 1,797
Noa-Operating 994 1,1% 510
Eleoentary Only 312 3,118 3,025 1,821 1,439 972
Secondary Only 6 ) [ 3 3 4
Lles, and Sec. Only i % 266 252 t13} 21ni
Sec. and Coam. College
Lles., Sec. 40d Comm, College
Other
FUSBER OF DISTRICTS BY [ 3¢ 1
Entolleeat 0-99 2,807 2,60 1,579
tarclieent 100-49% 29 178 157
Latolleeat Over 300 L) 64 [X]
Jotel No, of Schools 3,120 3,699 3,335 s 2,323 1,709
No. of 1-fescher Schools 3,203 2,926 2,638 1N 1,530 893
Currant Espenditures per Pupil
In AD. 2, (X-12) $1%4 251 3309 §347 $37) [ 331}
PEACENTACR RSVENVE RECKLPTS
Pedatel 1.0 4,41 6.0N 5.0 wn 1.0
State 1.5 n.n 10.11 LN N 1.0
tocal and Othet .50 8391 BN B2.1% 0,11 13,0
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TENNESSEE
Basic Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 _1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPUATION FIGURES (IN L00Q'S)

Total Population 31.17% 3,302 3,399 3,567 3,747 1,915

School Age (5¢17) m 7 867 921 977 1,000

Pudlic School

Enrollments K-12 628 677 754 810 885 907
— MDA, &0 Public Schools K12 548 595 6718 736 810 831
FUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 150 150 152 153 154 151

Bon-Operating [}

Elementary Only 26 22 20 2t 20 19

Secondsry Only

Elea. and Sec, Only 124 128 132 132 134 132

Sec, and Comm, College

Elen, Sec., and Comm. COllege

Oiher
FUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SII1E

Entollvent 0-99

Entolleent 100-439 ? 3 10 )

Entolloent Over 500 143 189 144 143
Total Ko, of Schools $,33%1 A0 3 3,032 2,593 1,93
Mo, of l-lescher Schosls 2,085 an s 119 421 18% it
Cuteent Expenditutes pet Pupil
in A,DA, (K-12) $109 $148 3189 4238 §296 $is)

RC AEVENVE RECELPTS

Fedetal 12,8 L0 LAY 33 [ 41 LB} u.n

State nn 35.41 s a0 N LY 33

lecal and Otber M85 8.8 M. [oav. M2 6.
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TEXAS
Basfc Statistical
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1352 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)

Total Population ,m 8,077 8,770 9,580 10,228 10,945

School Age (5-17) 1,66) 1,711 2,094 2,477 2,73 2,112

Public School

Entollments K-12 1,19 1,468 1,760 2,068 2,365 2,615

A,D.A, In Public Schools K-12 1,075 1,257 1,536 1,822 2,124 2,31
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE

Tolal 2,925 2,281 1,889 1,581 1,421 1,247

Kon-Operating 28 9

Elewentaty Only 1,%26 1,020 695 &57 180

Secondary Only 1 1

Elem, and Sec. Only 1,199 1,261 1,161 1,09% 942

Sec. atd Corm, College

tlem., Sec, and Coom. College »n

Other 118
FMBER OF DISTRICTS BY S1E

Entollpeat  0-99 614 426 216

tntollcent 100-499 736 620 407

Entolisent Over %00 337 b3} ] s18
Jotal Ko, of S$chools 8,064 1,513 5,843 5,668 5,811 5,354
Fo. of L-Teacher Schools
Cutcenl Expendituren per Pupil
in A DA, (R-12) $143 223 $2¢5 $3312 $197 (1)
BERCENTAGE REVENLUE RECEIPTS

federsl LN ) LN 33 n 5.1 [IN%) 10.n

State 50.01 J1 3 Y 1N 9.9% 3511 LY %

Locsl sod Qtha:r .8 )N MN 44.9% 09,43 41,83
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UTAH
Basfc Statistical
Profile
i
i FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
; POPUTATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
; Total Population 670 706 759 891 971 1,000
! School Age (5-17) 168 ¥4 215 256 289 309
: Public School
; Enroolments K-12 144 168 193 236 277 293
; A.D.A. in Public Schools g-12 133 15) 181 216 256 282
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 40 40 40 40 40 40
Non-Operating
Elementary Only
Secondary Only
Elem. and Sec, Only 40 40 40 &0 40 40
Se¢. and Comm. College
Eler., Sec. and Comrr. College
Qther
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SIZE
x‘ Entollment 0-99
Encoliment 100-4%9 ] H S S
Entolleent Over 500 36 3 3 b})
Jotsl Fo. of $chools 506 506 534 554 55) 565
“ Mo, of 1-Teacher Schools 28 23 25 16 ] )]
Curtent Expenditutes per Pupil
10 A.D.A, (R-1D) 317y $1% 281 s $%8 §505
FERCENIASE REVENVE RECEIPTS
Fedetal L9 “n 5.1 5.8 601 [ 19}
State 45,51 18,63 .8 an . .
Locsl and Qthet .3 56,0 56.8% _ $0.51 _4F.2% Mn
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VERMONT
Basic Statistical
Profile
F1SCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)
Total Population 363 373 366 390 405 430
School Age (5-17) 79 8L 89 98 105 109
: Public School
i Earollments K-12 56 64 71 73 80 95
: A.D.A, in Public Schools K-12 53 58 64 19 75 85
!‘_ NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
vf Total 268 263 260 263 269 282
Non-Operating ‘ 9 6
,{ Elementary QOnly 183 182 - 181 175 186
Secondary Only 2 5 15
‘ Elem., and Sec, Only 85 81 77 74 49
N Sec. and Comm. College
! Elem., Sec. and Comm. Cellege
Other
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY ST2E
Enroliment  0~99 114 94 100
; Enrollment 100-499 121 136 115
| Enrollment Over 500 25 33 54
Total No. of Schools 997 882 705 487 432 443
No. of 1-Teacher Schools 571 430 286 86 42 55
Current Expenditures per Pupil
in A.D.A. (K-12) $167 $220 $263 §364 $436 $623
PERCENTAGE REVENUE RECEIPTS
Federal 3.6% 5.0% 4,9% 3.5% 3.5% 4.0%
State 25,5% 21.7% 25.7% 24.,7% 24,0% 22.5%
Local and Other 70.9% 73.3% 69.4% 61.8% 72.5% 73.5%

LRIC
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VIRGINIA
Basie Statistfcal
Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1348 1952 1956 1980 1864 1958
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000'S)

Tatal Population 3,051 3,437 3,570 3,967 4,182 4,602

Scheol Age (5-17) 656 748 B65 1,006  1,Ll4 1,188

Pudlic School

Enrollments K-12 561 639 150 842 968 1,053

ADA, {n Public Schools K-12 497 538 658 156 873 §50
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DIASTRICTS BY TYPE

Total 125 ¥} 129 127 130 131

Non-Operating

Electntary Only 1

Secondary Only

Lles. and Sec. Only 125 m 128 127 132 13

Sec. snd Come. College

tles., Sec. snd Coran, Collage

Other
ELMBER CF DISTRICTS 8Y SI2E

Earol lpent 0-9% [

Enroliment L00-42% 1

Entollvent OQver 39 _ o las vy 128 127 130 L
Total Ko, of Sehools 4,053 3,149 2,664 2,149 2,121 1,848
Eo, of 1-Teachar Schools 1,178 758 A2 241 93 12
Cutrent Lependitures pet Pupil
i A4, (K-12) 4123 $168 $118 REIL) $3%, -
PERCE] REVENL E1rT

Tederal [ 31 6.1 1.8 o 9.5

Stace a2.n 4.1 . 17.0%3  &0.80

Local and Diher 51,03 52,81 109 > WO 3 2 L 8 1

1( N



188

WASHINGTON
Basic Statistical
Profite
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1564 1968
POPULATION FICLRES (IN 1000'S)
Total Populatien 2,463 2,420 2,618 2,853 2,961
School Age (5-10) L) &72 592 2 765
5 Public School
; Enrollments K-12 3%6 (11 581 60% 699 804
§ A,D,A, in Public Schools K-12 126 385 433 569 658
NIMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
' Total 628 560 $02 LPL 199 wm
Kon-Operating ] 11 10
\ Elementary Only k13 153 24t 1te 135 .}
} Secondary Only ] 3 2 1 0
Elems, and Sec. Only 300 37 258 239 250 t1% )
Sec. and Coar. College 1 1
Elea.,S¢c. and Cocar. College 9 5 22
Other
FUMBER OF DISTRICTS BY SI2E
Enrollment Q-39 201 139 LT
Entollment 100499 147 164 [
Enroliment Over 500 154 164 214
Iotal Ke. of Schools 1,566 1,400 1,53 1,821 1,638 1,197
Fo. of L<Teacher $choold 628 b 502 A2y 39 1
! Cotrent Expenditures per Pupll
in A,D,A, (R-12) $237 jass $)2 420 $310 £608
PERCENIACE REVENLE RECEIPTS
: Federal 1.0 T 1.0l 9 3.0t
’ State [ TR A N TN | . €181 (3%
—hocal apd Qthas 3.8 1N 9.0 3.5 33,8
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WEST VIRGINLA
Basic Statiscical
Profile
.. FISCAL YEAR 1948 1552 1956 1969 1964 1968
POPULATLON FIGURES_(IN 1000's)
Total Population 1,91 1,989 1,965 1,840 1,813
School Age (5:17) 499 498 537 506 490
Public School
Enrollments K-12 423 441 457 460 439 &20
ADA, in Public Schools K-12 380 396 416 LY 411 __JBD
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 55 55 55 55 55 35
Kon-Opetating
Elesentary Only
Secondaty Only
£lem. and See, Only 55 55 13 }S 53 55
Sec. and Comn, College
Lien., Sec., and Comm. College
Qther
MORER OF PISTRICTS DY S12k
faroltment 0-99
Enrollment 100-499
fotoliment Qvet 300 53 3] 53 53 53 b3
JTotal No, of $chools 4,526 4,089 2,470 2,643 2,106 1,491
Bo, of L-Tescher Schools 2,528 2,108 1,%0I 1) 99 73
Current Expenditeres per Mupil
18V ALDA, (K-12) $142 4183 $197 $1%¢8 $320
DRRCENTAGE DAVENUL RECRINTS
Tedetal .n ).ee .61 (W13 N
$tate w0 64,3 58.51 52.n 5.1
Local and Cther .28 1.9 3. L 41.23 A2.AL
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WISCORSIN
Basic Statistical
Profile
FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (IN 1000's)
Total Population 3,100 3,481 3,706 3,952 4,006
School Age (5-17) 678 714 846 984 1,063
Public School
Entolloents X-12 431 520 596 699 817
A,DA, in Public Schools K-12 454 467 547 616 722
BUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE
Total 6,038 5,46) 3,8% 2,877 733 [1.1.3
Kon-Operatlng 1) 16
Elemcntary Only 9,599 5,040 3,453 2,4%0 B3
Secondary Only 1 &9 9 8G 1?7
Elem. and Sec. Only 354 154 w2 334 b1} ]
Se¢. and Coma. College
Elena., Sec. and Comn, College
Other
RMGIK QF DISTRICTS BY SI2E
Enrtoliment °-99 3,00 2,15
Enfollment 100-499 423 20
Eatollment Over 509 181 242
Iotal No. of Schools 1,000 6,496 5,141 4,758 1,00
Fo, of t-Tcacher Schoole A, 336 ), 871 3,0 2,314 k2
Curtent Expenditutes per Pupil
ia A DA, (K-12]) $191 §2a¢ I §413 $514
JURCENTAGE REVEW,K MECRIPTS
Federal ” ' .61 3.0 .n Iy
State 19.81 15. 3% 19.4 22.8% 3.9
—JoaalandOVar . . 8.1 2.1 [ ] 14755 SN ) W, S
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WYONING
Basic Statistical

Profile

FISCAL YEAR 1948 1952 1956 1960 1964 1968
POPULATION FIGURES (s lOOO'l!

Total Population 288 298 i 330 339
School Age ($-12) 61 65 76 87 92
Publie School
Enrolliments K-12 55 62 10 81 93
A.D.A, in Public Schools X-12 48 50 64 11 $2

1 JMBER OF SC DISTRICTS BY TYP,

. Total 358 mn 256 223 200 174

: Fon-Operating

‘ Elementary Only 265 227 169 148

i Secondaty Only 15 18 12 12
Elen. and Sec. Oniy 76 10 71 63
Sec. and Comn. College 1
Eles., Sec. and Com. College 3
Qther

RMBER OF DISTRICTS 3Y $12%

{ Earcliment 0-99 1N 134
Enrollment 100-499 60 62
Entoliment  Qver 300 2% 27

otal Mo, of Schools 657 696 674 58) 497
Bo: of 1-Teacher §chooln k1}) 376 t2]] 253 142
Curtent Expenditures pet Pupid
18 AD,A, (K-12) $193 11 $345 $450 $332
JERCENIAGE REVEME RECE1PTS

Feders) 3.a 14,47 ). “n s.n
Stats 19.¢1 M0 19.51 47.51 L1181} 3
e d2gal and Otier 6¢.5) 51.1% 37.1% A7 5).41
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Speciil Study Satellite Projects

Special
Study No.

1. EARLY CHILDHOOD AND BASIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION -- Needs, Programs, Demands, Costs
William P. McLure and Audra May Pence

2. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN:
Resource Configurations and Costs
Richard A. Rossmitler, James A. Hale and Lloyd E. Frohreich

3. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR THE CULTURALLY DEPRIVED --
Need and Cost Differentials
Arvid J. Burke, James A, Kelly and Walter . Garms

4. FINANCING VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Erick L. Lindman and Arthur Berchin

5, ADULT AND CONTINUING EDUCATION: Needs, Programs and Costs
J. Alan Thomas

6. THE COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGE: Target Population, Program
Costs, and Cost Differentials
James L. Wattenbarger, Bob N. Cage and L. H. Arney

7. FINANCING PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL
FACILITIES IN THE UNITED STATES
W. Monfort Bair, K. Forbis Jordan, C. Cale Hudson, Wendell J.
" Peterson and William R. Wilkerson .

8. SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE AND NUTRITION EDUCATION -- Status, -t
Needs, Projections, Costs --
Robert J. Garvue, Thelma G. Flanagan and William H. Castine

9. PUPIL TRANSPORTATION
Dewey H. Stollar

10. FISCAL CAPACITY AND EDUCATIONAL FINANCE: Variations
Among States, School Districts and Municipalities
Richard A. Rossmiller, James A, Hale and Lioyd E. Frohreich

11. THE RELATIONSHIP OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION TO
STATE AID DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS
Clifford P. Hooker and Van D. Musller




